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ESTABLISHED 1836. | WE UNDERSTAND that notice of appeal against the sentence 
in this case has been lodged at the Crown Office ; hence we are 
eee debarred from publishing this week an article with which we 





have been favoured dealing with the evidence in detail. 


TH ‘ 
; The House of Lords. 


PERFECT =o SYSTEM THE END of the vacation having been followed by the hear 


ing of appeals in the House of Lords, attention has been natur- 





LIFE ally directed to the learned Peers who are available for the 
transaction of business in the Supreme Court of the United 
ASSURANCE. Kingdom. It will be seen at once that several of the Peers 











who are more especially qualified by learning or experience to 
FREE, SIMPLE AND SECURE, take part in the hearing of appeals are so well stricken in years 

Cee NR — that they may at any moment be compelled to retire from 

FunpDs - - - £6,931,000 Income. . . £965,000 their judicial labours. And the recent additions to the House 
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—  F Lord Mersry has been much weakened by a sharp attack of 
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Tweedie, R. W., Esq. | conditions of the appointment are so attractive that there is a 
strong temptation for any Government to bestow it as the 
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stand, been for some time directed to the unsatisfactory prospects 
of the tribunal of which he is President. It may reasonably be 
expected that his advice will not be disregarded by a Prime 
Minister who bas himself had a large experience as a practitioner 
at the bar of the House. 


Stamp Duty on Voluntary Conveyances. 
IT APPEARS from the letter from Messrs. Quicke & Carp, 


which we print elsewhere, that the Inland Revenue authorities | 


do not agree with the opinion we expressed some months ago, 
that the new a/ valorem duty on voluntary conveyances is not 
chargeable on declarations of trust. It would be well if the 
points could be made the subject of judicial decision, for the 
language of section 74 of the Finance Act, 1910, which mentions 
“conveyance ” and “ transfer,” is not appropriate to a declaration 
of trust, and the provisions of the Act impose such a heavy 
burden upon liberality that they should not be extended beyond 
the fair meaning of the words used. In Vest London Syndicate 
v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (1898, 1 Q. B. 226), to which 
our correspondents refer, CHANNELL, J., said that a declaration 
of trust of leaseholds made in pursuance of a contract for sale 
was probably a conveyance on sale, but it was unnecessary to 
decide the point, and even if this were so, the word “ convey- 
ance” would not necessarily have such a wide construction in 
relation to voluntary dispositions under section 74. It is quite 
intelligible that the Legislature should mean this new imposition 
to apply —_ where there is a conveyance of the property out 
and out, and not where the donor keeps the legal ownership o 
the property in himself. At the same time it is probable that the 
commissioners will be able in practice to enforce their own view 
of the section until the matter is taken to the court, and we are 
not prepared to say that an appeal to the court would succeed. 
At any rate, in advising as to carrying out gifts and settlements 
by declaration of trust, it must be assumed that the ad valorem 
duty will be payable. 


The Public Trustee Again. 

EVER SINCE the President of the Law Society, in his address at 
Bristol, bestowed a qualified benediction on the Public Trustee— 
“very much appreciated” by .that official, as he recently re- 
marked—the recipient of the benediction has been engaged in 
a renewed campaign of advertisements. There was, first, the 
inspired communication to the Z7imes setting forth that he was 
seldom appointed custodian trustee, as suggested by the President ; 
wople wanted the benefits conferred by him as full trustee. 


| there was a rule in the Faculty Office that, where there was only 
one notary in a town, they were always ready to appoint a 
second, unless there was some special ground for not doing so. 
There were recently, it seems, three notaries for Rochdale, but 
by the death of one and the removal of another the‘number had 
been reduced to one. The remaining Rochdale notary did not 
oppose the application, but Rochdale is only ten miles from Man- 
| chester with twenty-two notaries, and the Manchester notaries 
considered that their services made up for any lack of notarial 
facilities in Rochdale, especially as Rochdale banks transacted 
| notarial business at their Manchester offices, and business men 
made frequent visits to that town. But Sir Lewis Dinpin 
| not unnaturally set aside the Manchester opposition, and made 
|the appointment, and Rochdale with 83,000 inbabitants and 
seven banks, will now have two notaries. Of course, the functions 
| of a notary are not so important, nor his services in such fre quent 
request as on the Continent, but on occasion, especially when 
documents are being prepared for use abroad, it is convenient 
to have a notary at hand. 


| 
| 
| 
| 


| The Effect of Covenants in Sub-lease. 


| In Clare v, Dobson (Times, 21st inst.) an attempt was made to 
| upset the established rule that a covenant to repair contained in 
| an underlease, although it follows in terms the similar covenant 
contained in the head lease, is not a covenant of indemnity, and 
that if the lessee is sued by the lessor in respect of a breach of 
covenant, for which the sub-lessee is responsible, he can recover 
against the sub-lessee only the damages properly attributable to 
the sub-lessee’s breach, and not the expense to which he has 
been put in defending the lessor's action: l’enley v. Watts (7 
M. & W. 701); Walker v. Hatton (10 M. & W. 249). In the 
earlier case of Neale v. Wyllie (3 B. & C, 533) it was thought 
that, since the sub-lessor could not enter to do the repairs, be 
was entitled to consequential damages, and this, indeed, would 
seem to be in accordance with the rule in Hadley v. Barendale (9 
Ex. 341), which was restated in Agius v. Great Western Colliery Co. 
(1899, 1 Q. B. 413). But Neale v. Wyllie was overruled by tke 
two cases mentioned above, and COLERIDGE, J., in the present 
case declined to restore it by applying the principle of Agius v. 
Great Western Colliery to the case of a covenant by an under- 
lessee. Of course if the underlessee covenants to perform the 
covenants in the head lease, and to indemnify the lessee against 
them, the result is different ; so, even without the covenant of 
| indemnity, if the underlessee is bound in terms to perform the 
| covenants of the head lease : Hornby v. Caldwell (8 Q. B. D. 329). 





rhen followed articles in the papers about the new offices to be Neer : ; 
erected fer the Public Tomsnes — se mo vied a | But if the covenant to repair in the sub-lease is an independent 
’ rag “\, | covenant, the damages recoverable are only the damages directly 


by Mr. Stewart to the London Chamber of Commerce, in which 
he stated that he already had about “ 1,500 estates, representing 
£9,000,000 of current trusts,” and that nearly 1,000 testators 
had volunteered the information that they had “ put him into 
their wills,” giving the protable value of their estates at 
a total of some £33,000,000. Therefore, in two years and a 
half, the Public Trustee had “negotiated or undertaken a 
business, current or prospective, of some £42,000,000.” This 
would rather appear to be counting chickens before they are 
hatched. We also learn from the address that this energetic | 
functicnary bas had to dispose of ‘the businesses of a wire-rope | 
maker, a stockjobber in the middle of an account, a chemist, two 
tobacconists, a butcher, end a costermonger, as well as a laundry 
and two doctors’ practices.” One would like to learn the price 
obtained for the costermonger’s barrow. 





Public Notaries. 

THE RECENT application to Sir Lewis Dippin, as Master of 
the Faculties, to appoint the applicant a public notary for Roch- 
dale (7imes, 25th inst.) serves as a remirder that notaries have 
the opportunity of attempting to protect their interests against 
new-comers, though, as in the present case, the attempt may not 
always be successful. The jurisdiction of the Court of Faculties 
in regard to notaries exists under 25 Hen. &, c¢. 21, 41 Geo. 3, 
ce. 74, and subsequent statutes, and in the present case Sir 
Lewis Di pin observed that, while vested interests are con- 
sidered in regard to appointments, yet he was bound to consult 
chiefly the public convenience. Moreover, he pointed out that | 





attributable to that covenant; they do not include further 
damages attributable to the breach of the covenant in the head 
lease, such as costs which the lessee has to pay. 


Painting Advertisements on Footpaths. 


Is 1T a criminal offence to write or paint words on the foot 
pavement? Complaint was recently made to one of the metro- 


| politan pelice magistrates that the advertisements of a new 


periodical had been painted on the foot pavement, and it was 
asked was there any legal remedy? The magistrate treated the 
matter as too trifling for interference, and said that the only 
possible offence was an obstruction of the path by the writer of 
the advertisement. We know of no statute which makes special 
provision for the case, but at common law a mere trespass without 
riot or disturbance is not the subject of an indictment. A 
trespass on seal property, like that of chalking words on the 
doors or walls of a dwelling-house, might be the subject of an 
action, but an action which would be regarded with little favour 
in any English court. Any such action in the case of words 
written on the pavement might possibly be brought by the public 
bedy in whom the control of the streets is vested, but it is 
unnecessary to hazard an opinion on a point of some nicety. 
The practice of painting advertisements on the footpaths has, 
however, attracted the attention of the Kensington Borough 
Council, and we read that their Law Committee have proposed a 
bye-law making it an offence punishable by a fine of forty shillings. 
Advertisers are a sturdy race and ready to do battle with all 
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enemies, and we should not be surprised to hear that they had 
challenged any such bye-law as being unreasonable and w/tra vires. 


Corporations as “‘Responsible and Respectable” 
Persons. 

WE discuss elsewhere the curious question raised in the recent 
ease of Willmott v. London Road Car Co, (now reported in 1910, 
1 Ch. 754). We criticized the judgment of NEviLLE, J., in 
that case, and it has now been reversed on appeal. The Master 
of the Rolls has held that Romer, J., and NEVILLE, J., were 
wrong in taking the view that a corporation could not be a 
person to whom the word “respectable” might apply. A learned 
correspondent writes on this decision as follows: “The analogy 
relied on was that of libel : ‘ An incorporated company could main- 
tain an action of libel in respect of a libel calculated to injure 
its reputation in the way of its business. . . . A company there- 
fore could have a reputation which was not the reputation of 
the individual directors, and which the company could protect 
by an action of libel.’ This is certainly a decision to which the 
term elegant may be applied, as satisfying one’s sense of logical 
propriety. From the decision that a corporation can sue for 
libel—see South Hetton Coal Co. v. North-Eastern News Association 
(1894, 1 Q. B. 133)—it does follow logically that a corporation 
can be a ‘respectable’ person. Although Lord Hatspury bas 
pointed out in a classical passage—(uinn v. Leatham (1991, 
A. C., at p. 506)—that a case is not necessarily to ‘be quoted for 
a proposition that may seem to follow logically from it,’ yet if 
there is no inherent injustice in following out a case to its logical 
consequences, it is more convenient on every ground that 
anomalies in the way of illogical rules should not be unnecessarily 
introduced into our law. There are already too many of these. 
The assimilation of the rights and liabilities of a corporation 
to those of a natural person tends to the simplification of 
property law, and is on this ground intrinsically desirable.” 


Calling for the Lessor’s Title on the Grant ofa 
Lease. 

BEFORE THE Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, the intending 
lessor was bound, if required, to make out and verify his title in 
the same way as if he had agreed to sell the fee simple of the 
property agreed to be demised: James v. Watts (43 Ch. D., 
at p. 586). Since the passing of section 2 (1) of that Act, in the 
absence of stipulation to the contrary, under a contract to grant 
aterm of years the intended lessee is not entitled to call for the 
title to the freehold. Is there not a growing tendency now-a- 
days for lessees’ solicitors to dispense with the “stipulation to 
the contrary”? In many cases of short leases there may be no 

eat risk in this course ; whatever may be the estate of the 
essor, he has usually statutory power to demise for ordinary 
occupation purposes ; mortgages on the freehold interest have 
usually been made since 1881,and the mortgagor in possession is 
able, unless expressly restricted from doing so in the mortgage, 
to grant valid leases of the ‘oe mentioned in section 18 
of the Conveyancing Act, 1881. But even as to such leases, the 
frequency of a stipulation in mortgages requiring the consent 
in writing of the mortgagee to any lease of the mortgaged pro- 
perty is a source of danger. And as regards mining leases, which 
are not within the above mentioned section 18, and frequently in- 
volve heavy outlay by the lessee in sinking pits and machinery, 
it is certainly imprudent to dispense with the production of the 
lessor’s title, whenever it is not known to the lessee’s solicitor. 
Enquiry of the lessor’s solicitor whether there are any incum- 
brances on the property is obviously a very inadequate protec- 
tion: an incumbrance may be honestly overlooked, and in a 
large estate it is often difficult to say, without careful investiga- 
tion, what particular lands are inciuded in each mortgage or 
family charge. The claim to have the lessor’s title abstracted 
and verified will probably be met by the lessor’s solicitor with 
the stipulation that this must be done at the cost of the intend- 
ing lessee. If this stipulation is not made, the cest will 
apparently fall on the lessor ; the proof of his title does not seen 
to be a matter included in the general rule as to the liability of 
the lessee for the costs of preparing the lease (see Le Gray, 1901, 
1 Ch. 239, 244), and section 3 (6) of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, applying only to a “sale” properly so called: see the 





definition in section 2 (viii.) of the Act. In case the lessor’s 
solicitor raises the question of costs, it will apparently have to be 
arranged between him and the lessee’s solicitor. 


Hypothetical Cases in Courts of Law. 


ENGLISH COURTS of law do not give decisions on merely bypo- 
thetical cases. The only exception—if it can really be called 
one—is that, when the interests of justice appear to require it, 
the parties to an actual litigation are sometimes allowed to agree 
on their questions of fact and have them stated for trial in an 
issue by leave of the court. Formerly, what were called 
“feigned issues” were tried, but this practice was abrogated by 
section 19 of the Gaming Act, 1845. It is a curious coincidence 
that in the present year, at an interval of six months, two 
attempts have been made to obtain legal decisions on hypothetical 
statements of facts—one in the House of Lords and another in 
the county court. The former of these is Glasgow Navigation Co, 
v. Tron Ore Co. (1910, A. C. 293). The latter is the notorious 
matinée hat case—see Dann vy. Curzon, in the county court, 
(Times, October 18th and 25th). In the House of Lords case the 
parties bad agreed not to put in evidence a bill of lading, so as 
to obtain a judicial decision on the footing of the charterers of 
the ship being the owners of the cargo, which in fact they were 
not. The House refused to make any order, except that the 
action be dismissed and no costs allowed to either party on 
appeal or below. The action had been brought to try a hypo- 
thetical case, and the Lord Chancellor said that “it was not the 
function of a court of law to advise parties as to what would 
be their rights under a hypothetical state of facts.” The 
order made expressly stated that the agreement between the 
parties as to suppressing the bill of lading had been entered into 
“without any wrongful purpose.” The appeal was from the 
Scottish courts, but this is not a matter as to which there is 
any difference between English and Scottish law. The Roman 
system of responsa and rescripla is not part of Scots law. 
In the county court case the plaintiffs sued for some 
£150, their agreed remuneration under a _ contract by 
which they were to pretend to have a dispute with the 
defendant as to the right of women to wear inconveniently 
large hats in a theatre, so that a legal decision might be 
obtained on the footing of the dispute being genuine. The pre- 
tended dispute took place and the case came before a magistrate 
on’ a summons for assault, the summons being heard and 
dismissed. The county court held that the courts of justice 
bad been exploited for the sake of gaining notoriety, and that on 
this ground the contract sued on was void as against public 
policy. Both actions were therefore dismissed and each party 
left to pay their own cogts. 


Judicial Definitions. 

THE CASE of Richards v. Starck, recently decided by CHANNELL, 
J. (Times October 24th), is of considerable interest both on the 
practical and on the theoretical side of law. The action was 
brought to recover a sum of £157, and the defence was that the 
transaction in respect of which the claim was made was a 
gaming transaction. The facts were, very shortly, these: The 
defendant organized a scheme under which money entrusted to 
him was to be used for Stock Exchange speculations, the profits 
of which were to go to the owner of the money, and in the 
event of no profits, or even of losses being incurred, at the end 
of ninety days the amount entrusted to the defendant was to be 
returned without deduction. The plaintiff did entrust money to 
the defendant on this footing, and a profit wasmade. The ques- 
tion was—Is this a gaming transaction? CHANNELL, J., held 
that it was, and gave judgment for the defendant. It was 
necessary to deal with the argument, used on behalf of the 
plaintiff, which was based on a definition given by Corton, L.J., 
in Thacker v. Hardy (4 Q. B. D., at p. 695): “The essence of 
gaming and wagering is that one party is to win and the other 
to lose upon a future event, which at the time of the contract 
is of an uncertain nature—that is to say, if the event turns 
out one way A. will lose, but if it turns out the other way he 
will win.” ‘The contention of the plaintiff was that the facts of 
the present case did not constitute a gaming contract within the 
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above definition because in any event he did not stand to lose 
his money at all—he was entitled to get back his deposit at the 
expiration of ninety days. CHANNELL, J., thought, however, 
that “it was sufficiently a loss that the plaintiff lost the interest 
on his deposit during the ninety days, and that that brought the 
case within the spirit of the definition” quoted above. With 
all respect, we venture to think that this decision is better than 
the ratio decidendi used, and aptly illustrates both the strength 
and weakness of the English system of precedent law. CHAN- 
NELL, J., admitted that the definition quoted was not exhaustive, 
and he was not, therefore, bound to bring the present case 
within it. Yet the learned judge preferred, whilst deciding (as 
he was entitled to do) that the transaction was a gaming one, 
to make it appear as far as possible to be within the definition. 
It would have been more satisfactory to have had the decision 
given independently of the definition at all, on the ground that 
in a gaming contract the alternatives are that A. shall win in 
one event and shall not win in the other. Of course, if the 
definition given by Corton, L.J., were held to have been abso- 
lutely binding on the court in the present case, that would have 
been another matter, but that was not the point of view taken 
by CHANNELL, J. 


Domestic Servants and Breaches of Contract. 


COMPLAINT is made in one of the daily papers that the law 
affords no adequate remedy for breach of contract by domestic 
servants, Servants may leave without giving sufficient warning, 
or may be guilty of gross negligence in dealing with the pro- 
perty of their employers, but civil proceedings for the recovery 
of damages cannot be adopted, inasmuch as they are dilatory 
and expensive. The writer suggests that we should adopt the 
procedure in South Germany, where all such matters are in the 
hands of the police. Masters and servants are alike punishable 
by fine or imprisonment for any breach of contract, and the 
cost of proceedings in connection with domestic servants is so 
slight that all classes can avail themselves of the law. The 
English law has already assigned the jurisdiction over breaches of 
contract to courts of summary jurisdiction. 
carriers of passengers and passengers, between employers and 
workmen, and masters and apprentices, are assigned to justices 
and it might be difficult to discover a broad distinction between 
such cases and those of transactions between domestic servants 
and their masters or mistresses. It can only be said that the 
adoption of the German procedure would throw a heavy burden 
on our police-courts, without in any way increasing the good 
understanding which is so important a feature in the relation of 
master and servant. 


The Law Reporter and the ‘‘ Saturday Review.” 


Frew PERSONS will challenge theaccuracy of what is said in 
an article in the Saturday Leview headed “The Law Reporter.” 
The writer reminds us that our jurisprudence is from time to 
time modified by ideas which occur to a judge in deciding a 
case, and that the only persons by whom the Jaw so laid down 
by the bench is recorded are the reporters. The reporter is 
therefore, an institution as necessary for the well-being of the 
State as the Judicature itself, and yet his work is carried on as 
& private adventure, with which neither the State nor the tax 
payer has any concern. If the various series of reports ceased 
to pay their publishers, they would most certainly cease to 
appear, whatever trouble their disappearance might cause to 
bench or bar. This may be admitted, but what is the 
remedy? The substitution of official for private reporters, as in 
the Supreme Court of the United States, would not, we think 
be welcomed by the English bar. An official reporter would 
probably have undergone no training for his office and would 
often be appointed without regard for bis learning or eflicieney 


The Attestation Clause of a Will. 


“Soticrrors should take care that the attestation clause of a 
will is read over to the witnesses. A great deal of trouble 
would be saved if that were done.” So said BARGRAVE DEAN 
J., in the Probate Court on the 19th inst. hile 


Disputes between 


ICan a Company be “ Respectable” ? 


THE decision of the Court of Appeal in Willmott v. London 
Road Car Co. (Times, 14th inst.) restores companies to the 
list of “respectable and responsible persons” to whom leases 
/may properly be assigned, and gives the company in each 
particular case the opportunity of proving that it is in fact 
‘respectable and responsible. Apart from the decision of Romer, 
|J., in Harrison, Ainslie, & Co. v. Corporation of Barrow-in- 
Furness (39 W. R. 250) it would, perhaps, have been difficult to 
| faise any question on the point, and that decision really states 
no reasons. A lease of land, with an iron furnace and mill and 
_certain water rights for the purpose of working the mill, con- 
| tained a covenant on the part of the lessees not to assign or 
| underlet the same without the previous consent in writing of the 
lessors, but such consent was not to be unreasonably refused, or 
refused to ‘‘a person of responsibility and respectability.” This 
proviso joined both forms which are in common use, and left the 
| lessees at liberty to assign the lease without consent either if the 
| consent was unreasonably refused, or if it was refused in the case of 
a person of responsibility and respectability. Romer, J. held that 
| the lessors were entitled on both grounds to refuse to consent to 
the assignment of the lease to the Barrow Corporation. He 
took the question of responsibility and respectability first. “No 
| doubt,” he said, “ for many purposes the word ‘ person’ includes 
la corporation, as, for example, for the purposes of the Convey- 
|aneing Act, 1881. But looking at the particular lease. 1 have 
to decide whether the corporation of Barrow-in-Furness falls 
within the definition of ‘a person of responsibility and respect- 
ability.’ I think not. The corporation cannot under the terms of 
| the lease, and in view of the facts, be said to come within the 
fair meaning of these words.” But no reason for this conclusion 
| was suggested. The learned judge went on to consider whether 
| the consent was unreasonably withheld, and he answered this also 
ba the corporation. The corporation had agreed not to 





use the water rights included in the lease, and hence they could 
| not work the mill as contemplated by the lease. 

But the consideration just mentioned, though it was doubtless 
relevant with regard to the refusal of consent being reasonable, 
had nothing to do with the question whether the corporation was 
“a person of responsibility and respectability.” Nor is it easy 
to see how the terms of the particular lease could affect this 
| question. Of course the amount of rent is important in deciding 
whether a proposed assignee is “responsible.” He may be 
responsible if the rent is £50, but not if it is £500; and when 
the premises are to be used for a purpose which renders a 
company clearly ineligible—as where they are to be used only by 
a doctor—this may Jead to a corresponding restriction in the 
meaning of the word “person.” In this way the terms of the 
particular lease may exclude acompany. But when the premises 
are to be used for a business, there is nothing in the context to 
cut down the ordinary meaning of “person.” A company can 
carry on business as well as an individual, and it is no objection, 
| so far as the words in question go, that the compiny cannot or 
will not in fact carry onthe business. An individual, also, may 
refuse to carry on the business usually carried on upon the 
premises, but while this may be a ground for saying that a 
refusal of consent is reasonable, it does not touch the question of 
responsibility and respectability. If the Jessor wishes to secure 
the continued use of the premises for a particular purpose, he can 
do so by express provision. 

The decisionin Harrison, Ainslie, & Co. v. Corporation of Barrow 
in-Furness was followed by NEVILLE, J., in the present case of 
Willmott v. London Road Car Co. (supra). There the 
plaintiff in May, 1900, granted a lease of premises for sixty-two 
years, and the lessee covenanted to use them only for the 
business of a jobmaster and livery-stable keeper, and not to 
assign without consent, but consent was not to be withheld in 
respect of a respectable and responsible person. In 1901 the 
premises were, with the consent of the lessor, assigned to the Road 
Car Co. In 1909 that company, being on the point of selling 
their undertaking to the London General Omnibus Co., applied 
to the lessor for his consent to the assignment of the lease, and 
this was refused. Subsequently the sale was completed, and 
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the omnibus company went into possession of the premises. The 
lessor brought the action to recover possession for breach of 
covenant, and the defendants counterclaimed for a declaration that 
they were entitled to assign to the omnibus company. NEVILLE, 
J., followed Harrison, Ainslie, d Co. v. Corporation of Barrow-in 
Furness (supra) and held thattheomnibus company was nota person 
within the meaning of the proviso. But the Court of Appeal 
have set aside the subtleties of construction which that case 
suggests, and have followed the plain meaning of the words. 
The word “person” includes both natural and artificial 
persons. This, indeed, is elementary, and under a power to 
lease to any “person” a lease may be granted to a company : 
Re Jeffcuck’s Trusts (51 L. J. Ch. 507). There is no reason for 
restricting the term in a proviso as to assignment. And a 
company can be both respectable and responsible. The Master 
of the Rolls pointed out that the right of a company to sue for 
a libel calculated to injure its business reputation (South Hetfon 
Coal Co. v. North-Eastern News Association, 1894, 1 Q. B. 133) 
implied that it could have a reputation, and could therefore be | 
respectable. And responsibility is a matter which can be predi- | 
cated of a company just as much as of an individual. Hence | 
the proviso allowing of an assignment to a person of responsi- 
bility and respectability must be applied in the case of a 
company in the same manner as an individual. Whether the 
company can or will use the premises for a particular purpose 
is not in general material. The user of the premises depends 
on the other terms of the lease, unless, as already pointed out, 
the lease is of such a character that the holder of it must 
necessarily be an individual. In all other cases a company may 
be the assignee if it in fact satisfies the tests of respectability 
and responsibility. 








|; assessor. 





Expert Witnesses and Assessors in 
Patent Actions. 


IN giving judgment recently in a patent action NEVILLE, J., | 
made the following remarks: “ A practice has become prevalent | 
of examining and cross-examining expert witnesses in Patert 
actions, which, in my opinion, is irregular and prejudicial to their | 
proper trial. In an action for negligence arising from a street | 
accident witnesses cannot be asked if,in their opinion,the defendant | 
was guilty of negligence ; nor, again, in a libel action, where malice | 
is material, can witnesses be asked if, in their opinion, nq 
defendant acted maliciously, because these are questions which 
are fer the tribunal. In Patent actions, however, witnesses are 
asked their opinion on every issue of Jaw and fact which the | 
court has to decide—the construction of the specification, the | 
existence of invention, anticipation, and so on. They are, in 
fact, treated as assessors rather than witnesses, and much time | 
is occupied in combatting their opinions in respect of matters upon | 
which they are not entitled to express any opinion at all. Upon the 
matters really within their province, the explanation of terms 
of art, the nature and mode of operation of machinery, the 
mechanical or chemical laws availed of, the state of public know- 
ledge and so forth, there is usually little difference of opinion ” 
(27 R. P. C. 687). 

There is no doubt that the learned judge is quite right in the 
view he expressed. and that the disregard of it is responsible to 
a considerable extent for the abnormal time which is generally 
consumed in trying a Patent action, but this is by no means the 
first time the courts have drawn attention to the practice 
referredto. Nearly half a century ago Lord WENSLEYDALE in 
Seed v. Higgins said that the opinion of scientific witnesses 
whether one machine isa piracy of the other is of no consequence 
whatsoever, for that is a question not in their province to decide. 
Not to mention other instances, we need only refer to what | 
SmiTH, L..J., said on the subject, in 1892, in Gadd v. Mayor of | 
Manchester (9 BR. P. C. 530), ard to what Lord LINDLEY said 
in 1897 in Brooks v. Steele (14 R. P. C. 73). In spite of all 
this, the “irregular practice” referred to by NEVILLE, J., is 
not only prevalent but very prevalent. Whether he will succeed 
in stopping it, except in his own court, remains to be seen. 

But assuming that the principles above referred to be adhered 


| does. 


| Lord Co..ins, then Master of the Rolls. 


to, that would not do away with the admissibility or utility of the 
evidence of experts in Patent actions. They would still be called 
to testify as to facts. For instance, in questions of infringement 
and anticipation, an expert may point out the features of two 
machines which are important for the court to consider (see 11 
R. P. C. 506) and the real importance of whatever differences 
there may be between them (see 14 R. P. C. 73), although be 
may noi state that, in his opinion, the one machine is an infringe- 
ment or an anticipation of the other. ‘Then as to the construc- 
tion of a specification, an expert may explain the meaning of 
scientific terms used therein, and the working of mechanical 
appliances, and what the result of such working may be 
(see 9 R. P. C. 530) and may point out what is old and 
what is new in the specification (see 14 RK. P. C. 73), but the 
construction of the specification and the nature of the invention 
are matters for the judge and not for an expert witness. 

In the present state of the matters under consideration it appears 
to us very desirable that more use should be made in Patent actions 
of the power to call in the aid of specially qualified assessors 
conferred by section 3! of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907, 
(see also section 56 of the Judicature Act, 1873). This section 
(which is a re-enactment of section 28 of the Patents, &c., Act, 
1883) provides that: “In an action or proceeding for infringe- 
ment or revocation of a patent, the court may, if it think fit, and 
shall on the request of either of the parties to the proceedings, 
call in the aid of an assessor specially qualified, and try the case 
wholly or partially with his assistance ; the action shall be tried 
without a jury unless the court otherwise directs.” We believe 
that in the great majority of Patent actions the time of 
the court would be materially saved and the task of the 
judge much simplified by the calling in of a specially qualified 
Of course the views of theassessor would not be binding 
on the judge, but they would obviously be of the greatest assist- 
ance to him, because although an expert may not state to the 


| judge his opinion on the points at issue, an assessor may and 


The case of Hattersley v. Hodgson (22 R. P. C. 229) isa 
very interesting one on this subject. It will be enough for 
present purposes if we quote a passage from the judgment of 
The issue before the 
court was whether the defendants had infringed a Patent. The 
court of first instance held that they had, and the Court of 
Appeal upheld this decision. Lord CouLtins said: “The 
question whether what they have done does involve more than 
a substantial departure from the invention which is patented no 
doubt is a technical question of fact, but it is a technical question 
properly to be decided by a person thoroughly conversant 
with mechanical principles and also with the nature of the 
invention to which this Patent relates. Mr. Justice RIDLEy, 
feeling that it was essentially a technical question, and one 
which could not be properly decided by a judge sitting alone, 
asked for, and insisted upon baving, and received, the assistance of 
a thoroughly competent expert. Befare that tribunal, consisting 
of Mr. Justice RipLey and Mr. Boys, a well-known expert, 
evidence was called on both sides—evidence of skilled witnesses 
technically conversant with all these details, and in the result 
Mr. Justice Ripiey, advised by Mr. Boys, came to the clear 
conclusion that what was done by the appellants was simply a 
colourable alteration of the system of centreing shewn in the 
Patent which has been upbeld.” It was in this case that it was 
contended that the report of the assessor was not admissible 
before the Court of Appeal ; but the Court of Appeal did not 
accede to this contention. Lord CoLiins said : “ We have had 
an opportuuity of consulting our colleagues on the matter, and 


| we all are agreed that, where we are dealing, as the Court of 


Appeal, with the decision of a tribunal composed of a judge and 


| an assessor, we should not be in a position to do justice to the 


decision arrived at by the judge, with the assistance of the 
assessor, unless we are able to look at what was said by the 
assessor to the judge. In this case the opinion of the assessor 
is in writing, therefore there is no difficulty about it, and we 
are all of opinion that the writing can be read.” It is therefore 
obviously desirable that in such cases the asseseor should state 
his views in writing, and we presume this course will now be 
invariably adopted. The only alternative appears to be that, 
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6 
as the Court of Appeal must know “what was said by the | R ° 
assessor to the judge,” it will be the duty of the judge to state eviews. 
this on his notes, unless a shorthand note is taken by agreement, Municipal Corporations. 
when it might appear on the shorthand note. | " 
mined Tue Law RELATING TO MUNICIPAL CorPORATIONS IN ENGLAND AND 


o¢ Saga = Waxes. By the late T. J. AnNotp Esq., oneof the Metropolitan 
Annuities— Realty or I ersonalty ? | Police Magistrates. Firra Epition. By Wruttam W. MAcKENZzIE, 

: : ; | Esq., M.A., Barrister-at-Law; Grrarp R. Hutt, Esq., M.A., 

A PERPETUAL annuity (other than a rent-charge) is what in Barrister-at-Law ; assisted by C. L. Des Forces, Esq., Deputy 
the realm of natural history would be called amphibious—it is} Clerk of the Peace of the City of Nottingham, Assistant Solicitor 
classed for some purposes as real estate, for others as personalty.| to the Nottingham Corporation. Shaw & Sons ; Butterworth & Co, 
Cases on perpetual annuities do not now often come up for| It is sixteen years since the last edition of this work appeared. In 
decision, but last week an originating summons was heard before | the interval no measure of the first magnitude, so far as municipal 
PARKER, J., where it had to be determined whether a share in | corporations ars concerned, has been added to the Statute book ; 
an annual sum payable by the City of Chester Water Works Co. | but there ty ern S — number of yo? er er = 
was to be regarded as realty or personalty of a testator for | have greatly increased the functions and sphere of all urban 
CNPC ">, PP m:* ao authorities. In the case of county boroughs, indeed, and to a lesser 

purposes of distribution : see Ke Bazter (Times, October 22nd). degree in the case of all boroughs whose population exceeds 10,000, 
[hese perpetual annuities, besides being classable both as realty | the Education Act of 1902 has added new duties of vast importance to 
and as personalty—that is, having incidents which appertain tO| the already heavy responsibilities imposed upon them by law; 
both these classes of property—may also be realty for some | but the authors of the present work have rightly omitted such 


purposes and personalty for others. ‘They may, that is, be real topics as extraneous to their proper subject-matter, which is the 
3 constitution and procedure of the councils as corporate bodies. This 


as to the remedy but personal as to descent to representatives, ure 0 ‘ ‘ 
and rice versé. Usually, as apparently in the case before PARKER, | treatise, therefore, consists in the main of a_ commentary on the 
J., the question to ho desided ts whether thay are seo! er personal constituent and regulative statute, the Municipal ( orporations Act 
’ “dle : of 1882, with a careful annotation of various Local Government 
as to descent, i.., whether heir or next-of-kin is entitled. enactments which are of considerable, though minor, importance in 
In this case the annuity constituted a statutory charge on the | determining the scope and methods of municipal activity. 

company’s undertaking, and the property comprised in the under To this commentary there is added a substantial appendix, dealing 
taking consisted of easements or rights in the nature of easements | With certain matters of administration and procedure which are not 
and personal chattels. The annuity had been created by a deed | confined exclusively to the governing bodies of towns, but which 
of grant conveying the whole property to the company in 1827, ~— eee ee ee 
the consideration being the payment of the annual sum of £500 divided into aula chapters which summarize oniele the law 
to the grantors, their respective executors, administrators, and | relating to Municipal Elections, Corrupt Practices, Registration, 
assigns, and the grant was made subject to the payment to the | Local Courts and the Administration of Justice, Sheriffs, Coroners, 
grantors, their respective executors, administrators, and assigns, | Police Acts, Riots, Borough Funds, Local Loans, Local Taxation, 
of the annual rent or sum of £500. Parker, J., bad no | and certain miscellaneous statutory provisions. There is added an 
difficulty in holding that this created an annuity as quite adequate vb ~—? — since it ee of put less 
distinguished from a rent-charge, and that the annuity | t#a” 136 pages, or nearly one-fifth of the treatise to which It acts as 
Rosie. © ’ |asign-post. The index is so important a feature in any law book 
was personalty, and did not descend to the heir as intended for the use of practitioners that the diligence shewn in 
realty. Here the property charged was both realty | compiling so lengthy an index can scarcely be too highly commended. 
and personalty, and the grant of the annuity was to the executor! We must now consider whether this new edition of Arnold reaches 
of the annuitant. | the same standard in the quality of its matter which it certainly 
No authorities are cited in the judgment as reported, but | attains in quantity. Now, there are three points to which a reviewer 
the decision really follows a fortiori on Taylor v. Martindale | ™ust turn his attention when he essays to appraise a work of this type. 
(12 Sim. 158) as interpreted in Parsons v. Parsons (L. R. 8 Eq. heats. “. = — ee Se ee - sheth — 
‘ po uurport is relevant can be ( 10tated ; w er repealed or 
260). In Taylor v. Martindale there were no words of inherit modified provisions are clearly indicated ; and whether the arrange- 
ance, but the annuity (charged on real and personal estate) | ment of the work facilitates a rapid survey of all available matter on 
was given to the annuitant “for ever.” SHADWELL, V.C., | any desired point. Here we do not think that anyone can reasonably 
held that this was not to be construed as a gift to the annuitant | complain of the editors’ work. Two writers so experienced in this 
“and his heirs for ever,” but to him “ and his heirs, executors, | branch of law are not likely to forget any “ wrinkle ” that helps to 
administrators, and assigns for ever.” This was taken in| ™ke 4 legal book of reference both useful and reliable. In particular 
Parsons v. Parsons to mean that it was “a personal annuity ” | ¥°,""* commend the Historical Table of Provisions contained 
: : as «6S pessoas I avy in the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882. This table gathers together 
which passed to the personal representative of the annuitant. | 4}) the previous enactments which have gone to form the groundwork 
Mains, V.C., who decided /’arsons vy. /’arsons, would have held | of that Act, with their dates and regnal years. Such a simple 
the annuities there in question to be realty and descendible to | expedient perhaps may scarcely seem worthy of special. mention 
heirs, by reason of their being charged on real and personal | were it not that writers of text-books will so seldom take the trouble 


estate, but he eventually followed Taylor v. Martindale on this | © adopt it. re 
. Secondly, one must inquire how far the authors have performed 


og crete ngeoctag beter Ms pao ’ por — their duty to discover and insert all decided cases which bear upon 
ne i y wi » go to the next-ol- Kin notwith- | the sections they annotate. Here, again, the learned authors seem 
standing that the words used by the testator Were “or their heirs.” | t¢ have done their work conscientiously and carefully. Among other 

It may possibly be open to question whether MALINS, | important recent cases which appear we note the following. In 
V.C., in Parsons v. Parsons did not ‘go too far in holding | Attorney-General v. Tottenham Urban Council (1909, 73 J. P. 437) 
the annuity there to be descendible to next-of-kin instead of | Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady held that a local authority cannot evade 
heir-at-law. It is laid down in Co. Litt. 2a: “And so it is if | the necessity of obtaining the sanction of the Local Government 
an annuity be granted toa man and his heirs, it is a feo simple Board ac nt loans y Mags oy ble = o — ow — 

rrsonal.” In Kedburn v. Jervis (3 Beav. 450) Lord LANGDALE eee een oat ees ee ee aan ee ee eereee 
persona Cc } ‘E  upon the overdraft ; nor can it make a rate to repay it. In Latter 
referred to such an annuity as “what Lord HARDWICKE called | y. Littlehampton Urban Council (1909, 73 J. P., 426), the Court of 
a personal inheritance, which the Jaw suffers to descend to the | Appeal had to consider the question as to when an “ office” can be 


heir, but which has nothing to do with the realty.” | said to be “lost in consequence of an Act of Parliament” so as to 
a —< | entitle the officer to compensation. In Stoureliffe Estate Co, (Limited) 

We learn, on going to press, of the appointment of the following ventle v. Bournemouth Corporation (1910, 2 ¢ h. 12), which is reported te 
men as King's Counsel, viz. :— Messrs. Charles Clare Scott, George Wallace, recently as the July number of the Law Reports, but which the 
Joseph Gatey, Walter C. Ryde, Alexander Jones David, Alfred Arthur authors have duly noted from the Times, Mr. Justice PARKER 
Hudson, William Josiah Disturnal, Tho nas Hollis Walker, Frederick | decided that when a corporation buys land for an authorized purpose 
Archur Greer, Joseph Shaw, Ellis J. Griffith, Maurice Hill, Rowland | it is not «/tra vires for it to bind itself by restrictive covenants to 
Whitehead, Edward Shortt, Ralph V. Bankes, Alexander Dingwall the vendor so long as the restrictive covenants are not inconsistent 
Bateson, Albert C. Clauson, Christopher Clark Hatchinson, Henry | with the user of the land for the authorized purpose. Such recent 
Holman Gregory, and Timothy Michael Healy. ” | eases as Eccles Corporation v. South Lancashire Tramways Co, 
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(1910, L Ch. 263) (that a corporation cannot lease its authorized 
tramway to a company without the consent of the Board of Trade) 
and Rex v. Locke (1910, 2 K. B. 201) (that an urban authority 
cannot borrow, under section 233 of the Public Health Act, 1875, 
without giving security for repayment of the loan) would doubtless 
have been inserted had they been reported before the work went to 
ress. 

; Last, but not least, is the thorny problem of the index. Here we 
have already said that the editors are prodigal of quantity. It only 
remains to say that we have no complaint to make as to quality. 
We protest, however, against “ Flags” appearing as a heading—a 
law-book is not the Navy Annual. We note that ‘‘ Ultra vires” and 
“ Overdraft” are not to be found. With this parting criticism we 
take leave of this admirable treatise. 





Criminal Pleading, Evidence, and Practice 


ArcHBOLD’s PLEADING, EVIDENCE, AND PRACTICE IN CRIMINAL 
Cases. Twenty-rourtH Eprrion. By WitiiaAmM’ FEILDEN 
Crates and Henry DeLAcoMBE Roomg, Barristers-at-Law. Sweet 
& Maxwell ; Stevens & Sons. 


The twenty-fourth edition of this standard work of reference has | 


appeared in 1910 ; the last two editions—in which the present senior 
editor, Mr. Craies, was associated with another junior editor, Mr. 
Stephenson——appeared in 1900 and 1905 respectively. From this we 
conclude that the publishers have adopted the Roman “lustre ”-- 
the quinquennial survey of Roman morals by the censors—as the 
periodic limit at which from time to time they publish their revised 
commentary on the criminal law of England. Ina branch of law 
so archaic and technical, and one in which decided cases no longer 
are a matter of very frequent occurrence, any shorter period would 
probably neither be useful in practice nor well-chosen from the 
commercial point of view. Text-books of civil procedure, such as 
the two High Court and the two County Court Practices, appear of 
necessity every year, since the branch of procedure with which they 
deal is ever rapidly being made more unwieldy by the creation of 
new rules and decisions. Again, summary jurisdiction law is modified 
every year by a score of statutes making changes, small or great, in 
the social and hygienic legislation which the police courts have to 
administer ; so thatan annual edition of works like Stone’s Justices’ 
Manual is both necessary and marketable. 

But the law relating to indictable offences is not often the subject 
of amendment, so that useless expense would be incurred in too 
frequent revision. Almost the only statutory enactments which 


the table of cases references might usefully be added to a// the 
reports of any case, and not merely to the standard report, as at 
present. Many people who do not possess either Cox’s Criminal 
Reports or the Law Reports have the Law Journal Reports, the 
Law Times reports or the Justice of the Peace. 

While throwing out those suggestions for the consideration of the 
editors, we do not wish in any way to speak in a carping spirit of 
this admirable work, the completeness, accuracy and usefulness of 
which we have often verified in actual experience, and which we 
believe will be found more than fully maintained in this edition of 
1910, 





Death Duties. 


THe Finance Act, 1894, AND SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION As TO 
DEATH DUTIES ; AND PARTICULARLY Estate Duty aNpb SEert.e- 
MENT Estate Duty ; AND THE FINANCE (1909-10) Act, 1910, As 
To INCREMENT VALUE Duty. EsprcrtaLLy As To ITs PAYMENT ON 
THE Occasion OF DEATH. WitH AN INTRODUCTION AND NoreEs, 

| AND AN Appenpix By Joun Eustace Harman, M.A., Bar 

|} rister-at-Law. Tatrp Epirion. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The increment value duty introduced by the Finance Act, 1910, 
| has been chiefly in evidence hitherto in relation to transfers inter 
| wvos, but death also forms an occasion on which it is payable, and 
| Mr. Harman calls special attention to the incidence of the duty in 

the new edition of his book on the Finance Act, 1894. In addition, 

there are the changes which the Act of the present year has made in 

the earlier statute, and the whole series of statutes constituted by 
jee Act of 1894 and subsequent legislation forms an intricate and 

important braneh of law to which the present work furnishes useful 
| explanation and guidance. The leading sections of the Act of 1894 have 
| been the subject of numerous decisions, and these are carefully col- 
| lected and stated in the notes. Under section 9 (1) the decision ot 

the Court of Appeal in Re /adley (1909,1 Ch. 20), on property 
| passing to the executor “as such,” has made it unnecessary to repeat 
| the long list of cases in which the judges of the Chancery Division 
|ranged themselves in opposite camps, and these are omitted. In 
| the same note attention 1s called to the important case of Re Spencer 
| Cooper (1908, 1 Ch. 130), in which legacies payable out of a mixed 
| fund of real and personal estate were held liable to pay a proportion 
| of the estate duty in respect of the real estate, and it is suggested 
| that this result is opposed to the intention of testators and should be 
excluded by express provision in the will. But, however valuable 





I ( ch | are the notes, it is convenient to have at hand a copy of the Acts by 
have called for incorporation and commentary for the first time in | 
this new edition of Archbold are the Criminal Appeal Acts of 1907 | 


themselves, and accordingly in the Appendix the text of the statutes, 
so far as relevant to the subject of the book, is given over again. 


and 1908, the Prevention of Crime Act, 1908, the Costs in Criminal | The Appendix also contains the rules and forms under the Finance 


Cases Act, 1908, the Children Act, 1908, and 


Offenders Act, 1907. There are also a few statutory changes of less 
importance, all of which the editors bave duly inserted and 
annotated. 

The editors have not in any way departed from the traditional 
arrangement of the matter contained in Krchbold, nor has the quality 
of the contents lost anything of its well-tested excellence. Book 1. 
contains an exhaustive analysis, which extends to 482 pages, of the 
general principles of pleading, practice, and evidence. Book II. 
which is the piece de résistance of the treatise, extends to nearly 
1,000 pages, and covers the whole field of criminal law and 
practice as regards indictable offences. It contains five parts, the 
first of which deals with offences against individuals (whether 
against their person or their property), and the second offences 
against the public. Part III. of Book IL. deals with conspiracy, 
incitements, and attempts; Part IV. treats of accessories and 
abettors; and Part V. sets out the law relating to previous 
convictions and habitual offenders. So far as the reviewer = been 
able to test this branch of the treatise, he has found all cases noted, | 
all statutory repeals, amendments, and new enactments fully dealt 
with, and all difticulties squarely faced. 

One or two suggestions may here be made, not by way of criticism, 
but as hints which the editors may consider the possibility of adopt 
ing in future editions. In the first place, we think that the useful 
ness of the book would be greatly increased if the present arrangement 
of offences—whicb, of course, is traditional—were frankly dropped, 
and replaced by arrangement in alphabetical order. This would 
enormously facilitate reference in court—the chief purpose, indeed, 
which Archbold serves. At present it is necessary to consult the index, 
which takes time, before one can put one’s finger on the offence 
wanted. To a practitioner on his feet in court quick and handy 
reference is so important that the saving of time thus gained would 
prove most valuable. Again, a table of punishments should be 
added. Here, again, the advocate actually watching the judge and 
the prisoner has often to check the sentence imposed by the former ; 
this can be done very much more easily if the maximum punishments 
admissible in every case can be found at once without trouble in a 
few pages at the beginning or at the end of the book. Lastly, in | 





the Probation of | Act, 1910. The book is a very convenient guide to the law relating to 


death duties. 


Waters. 


THE LAW RELATING TO Waters. By H. J. W. Courson B.A., and 
Urqunart A. Forses, Barristers-at-Law. Tuiri Epirion. Sweet 


& Maxwell (Limited). 


This is a text-book which gathers up in a most useful way nearly 
all that is to be found in statutes, cases, and common law authorities 
on the subject of the law relating to waters in the United Kingdom. 
Occasionally the views of writers on international law are given in 
the footnotes. The list of matters dealt with in the successive 
chapters will indicate the scope of the book. These are: The Sea; 
Inland Watercourses ; Natural Rights of Water ; Acquired Rights of 
Water ; Canals, Water Supply, and Docks ; Fishery ; Navigation and 
Conservancy ; Ferries and Bridges ; Tolls and Rates. There is also 
a chapter on Remedies for Infringement of Rights of Water, and 
appendixes containing the Bye-laws Regulating Navigation and 
Fisheries in the Thames. The Port of London Act, 1908, is 
summarized (p. 541) and annotated by references to relevant cases. 

The opening portion of Chapter I., dealing with ‘‘The High 
Seas,” in connection with the question as to how far beyond hig 
water mark the dominion and authority of the Crown extend, is 
extremely interesting. The difficulties of the subject have been well 
stated, particularly as regards the case of Rey. v. Keyn (2 Ex. Div. 
63), and the Territorial Waters Jurisdiction Act, 1878—which, by the 
way, is erroneously called the 7erritorial Waters Act (p.8). We think, 
however, that the distinction between territorial waters usually so 
called, and “ embayed ” waters (which are a part of the realm for all 
purposes) might well have been made clearer. The case of The 
Twee Gebroeders (3 Rob. Adm. 336) does not appear to be cited, 
though it is usually referred to in connection with this point. 

The subject of support from subterranean water is treated of 
at p. 232, and the case of Popplewell v. Hodgkinson (L. R. 4 Ex. 248) 
is cited. We rather looked for a reference also to Jordeson v. Sutton 
Gas Co. (1899, 2 Ch. 217), where the question of saturated soil or 
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“running silt” came up for discussion. This case, however, appears 
not to be cited at all. ii 

The mechanical part of the book calls for some slight criticism. 
The dates of cases are not given as a rule, nor is there a full list of 
references to contemporary reports. Sometimes a case is referred to 
by one report, and sometimes by several, at haphazard. It is also 
usual to cite House of Lords cases (1847-1866) by the abbreviation 
“H.L.C.” The abbreviation used in this book is “H. L.” The 
reference on p. 21 (note 3) to Attorney-General v. Chambers should 
be “4 D, M. & G. 206.” 





The Law of Torts. 


A Comprenpium or THE Law or Torts. SpectaLty ADAPTED FOR 
THe Use or Stopents. By Huan Fraser, M.A., LL.D., Barrister- 
at-Law. E:curu Epirion. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

It is a matter of difficulty to give an outline of the law of torts 
within the compass of Mr. Fraser’s small volume, but by careful 
arrangement he has accomplished the task without sacrifice of lucidity, 
and the appearance of an eighth edition of the work testifies to its 
acceptance with students. A useful section is devoted to wrongs 
to real property, and it is pointed out that the familiar, though untrue, 
notice, “ Trespassers will be prosecuted,” had its origin in the desire 
to secure costs under certain statutes. By these the costs, in cases 
where the damages recovered were less than 40s., were limited to the 
amount of the damages unless the action was brought to try a right, 
or the trespass was “ wilful and malicious.” <A trespass, in view of 
the notice, was held to be “wilful and malicious” (Bowyer v. Cook, 
4 C. B. 236). A chapter of some length is devoted to libel and slander ; 
conspiracy, on the other hand, is treated with extreme brevity, and 
Mr. Fraser compresses into three pages the principles of what is 
one of the most difficult parts of his subject; but the references 
which he gives will enable any student who is so inclined to follow the 
decisions which have led up to the Trade Disputes Act, 1906. As 
an accompaniment to more detailed study the work appears to be 
very serviceable. 


Hire-purchase Agreements, 


THe LAW RELATING TO THE HIRE-PURCHASE SYSTEM, WITH AN 
Aprpenpix oF Forms. By Ropert Dunstan, Barrister-at-' aw. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 

The legal operation of hire-purchase agreements has raised some 
interesting questions, the most important, perhaps, being that of the 
power of the hirer to make a title to a third person to whom he pur- 
ports to sell the goods. In Lee v. Butler (1893, 2 Q. B. 318), where 
the hirer had entered into an absolute contract to continue the pay- 
ments and purchase the goods, it was held that he had agreed to buy 
the goods within the Factors Act, 1889, and consequently could make 
a title to an innocent purchaser. But in //elhy v. Mathews (1895, 
A. C. 471), where he had the option of determining the biring, a differ- 
ent result was arrived at, and Mr. Dunstan, who usefully discusses the 
question, points out that, since the latter decision, hire-purchase agree- 
ments have come to be drawn so as to give the owner of the goods 
the benefit of it, and at pp. 12-14 the usual form of a hire-purchase 
agreement is given. Formerly the correct stamping of such docu- 
ments was a matter of doubt, but under the Finance Act, 1907, a 
uniform stamp prevails—namely, 6d. if the agreement is under hand, 
and 10s. if it is under seal. Mr. Dunstan’s volume contains a concise 
and lucid exposition of the various matters calling for consideration 
in connection with the subject. The agreements adjudicated on in 
various cases are printed in the text, and additional forms are given 
in the Appendix. 


Company Law. 


Principtes or Company Law. By Atrrep F. Tornam, LL.M., 
Barrister-at-Law, Tuirp Epition. Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw «& 
Sons. 

This handy volume states, for the purposes of students, the leading 
principles in company law. The Companies (Consolidation) Act, 
1908, has been passed since the last edition, and in the present the 
references have been altered so as to incorporate the existing statute. 
The principles are clearly and concisely stated; in regard, for 
instance, to mortgages of shares and the order of priority between 
various transferees at pages 98 to 100; and the student will find 
Chapter XIT. useful, where’the form of a debenture with the indorsed 
conditions is given, and the effect of the instrument stated, and 
where other matters, incidental to the subject—such as registration 
and the remedies of the debenture-holders—are discussed; and 
attention may also be directed to Chapter X., on dividends, where 
the cases as to the funds out of which dividends are payable are 
conveniently epitomized. 





Criminal Law and Practice. 


A Guipe to Crimiat Law anp Procepure. By CHaRves 
Tuwaites, Solicitor. Erauta Eprtion. Furnival Press. 


Tue EXAMINATION OF WITNESSES IN CouRT. > | FREDERICK JOHN 
Wrorrtes.ey, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell. 


Each of these little books is in its own way a handy and useful 
book. Mr. Thwaites’ Guide to Criminal Law is a well-known cram- 
book for students who are reading for the bar or attempting the 
Solicitors’ Final Examination. It contains the minimum of informa- 
tion lucidly arranged and is well adapted for the purpose which it 
seeks to serve. 

Mr. Wrottesley’s book is intended to introduce the newly-fledged 

advocate to the principles and wrinkles of his trade. It does not 
wrofess to be an original work, but is adapted for English readers 
rom a well-known American work, the name of which is added to 
the title-page, Henry Hardwicke’s Art of Winning Cases. The 
author, however, has thoroughly revised the book, has made large 
alterations where necessary to meet differences in the forensic pro- 
cedure and etiquette of England and the United States, has added an 
introductory ahapter on preparing evidence for court, and has 
appended a number of useful forms. We can commend his work to 
the novice as calculated to give him many useful hints. 





Estate and Other Death Duties. 


Tue Finance Acts, 1894, 1896, 1898, 1900, 1907, AND 1910, AND 
REVENUE Act, 1903. So FAR AS THEY RELATE TO THE EsTATE 
Duty anp Orner Deatu Duties, with Notes, RuLEs, AND 
TABLE OF Forms. By JAMEs WessTER-Brown (of the Estate 
Duty Office), Solicitor. Szconp Epition. Horace Cox. 


It is perhaps the special peculiarity of statutes levying duties on 
property that they are expressed in extremely general terms, and the 
application of these terms to the circumstances of different kinds 
of property and the various interests in them affords abundant 
9 for the ingenuity of the lawyer; and, when other resources 
fail, for adjudication by the court. The leading feature of Mr.Webster- 
Brown’s book is the recognition of the importance of particular 
cases for the understanding of the Finance Acts; and under each 
section the relevant decisions are prominently though concisely 
stated ; and in addition, where the subject-matter requires it, illus- 
trative cases are given and are carefully classified. This is done, for 
instance, under section 4 of the Finance Act, 1894, relating to the 
aggregation of property for the purpose of estate duty. Successive 
changes effected by the Finance Acts, 1900 and 1907, make it neces- 
sary to distinguish for purposes of aggregation between the periods 
between these different statutes, and this branch of the subject is 
carefully worked out at pp. 70-83. The book deals very comprehen- 
sively with the problems arising in connection with estate duty and 
other similar duties. 





Assurance Companies. 


Tue AssurANCE Compantes Act, 1909. Annotated by J. H. Watts, 
: Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Assurance Companies Act, 1909, is a consolidating Act, so far 
as it relates to life assurance companies, and it applies the same 
principles to fire insurance, accident insurance, employers’ liability 
insurance, and bond investment business. All companies doing 
business falling within these classes are now subject to the 
liability to deposit £20,000, and, by a change in the previous 
law, this sum must remain deposited notwithstanding that the 
insurance funds have passed the old limit of £40,000, and all such 
companies are subject to the consolidated provisions as to accounts, 
and as to amalgamation or transfer. The present work contains the 
text of the Act and practical notes are appended explaining the effect 
of the various sections and their relation to the previous law. 





Bookkeeping. 
Tue Srupent’s CaTEcHISM ON BOOKKEEPING, ACCOUNTING AND 


Bankinc. By FrepericK Davey, Associate of the Society of 
Incorporated Accountants and Auditors. Butterworth & Co. 


Though this is not a legal text-book in any ordinary sense, it will 
yet be welcome to anyone—lawyer or laymaa—who wants to 
master the principles of bookkeeping and the proper method 
of putting those principles into practice. No one who has to 
keep accounts relating to other people’s affairs—certainly no 
solicitor—shonld be ignorant of the way to keep a journal and 
ledger by double entry. In the course of forty-eight chapters 
the different methods of keeping accounts relating to all the 
ordinary transactions of the business world are explained. Chapters 
l.and II. deal with the principles of double entry bookkeeping, 
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and these are exhibited very clearly. nary | trading transactions 
will not attract the lawyer for the most part, but there are chapters 
on banking, bills of exchange, company bookkeeping, income 
tax accounts, and executorship accounts, which are quite as likely to 
be of use to-solicitors as to other business men. Though written for 
students, the hard-pressed practitioner will often be able to get light 
from this “ Catechism” en wrestling with some novel form of 
accounts. One chapter deals specially with solicitors’ accounts, and 
this may afford useful hints, but there are several special books on 
this part of the subject. The mature accountant should by no means 
fight shy of this k because it is called a “catechism.” The 
information is conveyed by question and answer, but for some 
curious psychological reason the reader assimilates this information 
with less fatigue than if the answers were stated as bare propositions. 
The questions, in fact, serve as convenient breaks and headings and 
very much increase the utility of the book. 





The ** General’’ Rate. 


THe “GENERAL” Rate oF THE METROPOLITAN Boroucus. By 
Gero. W. CLARKE, Barrister-at-Law, Town Clerk and Clerk to the 
Assessment Committee of the Borough of Stepney. Arthur 
Bonner. 


The author of this little volume (less than 300 very small pages) 
has a real gift for lucid exposition. To the general lawyer the 
subject of rating is not particularly attractive. But even most 
general lawyers will appreciate the orderly and illuminating method 
in which the information contained in this book is imparted. To 
the specialist or expert in rating law the book should be invaluable, 
containing as it does the pith of most of the statutes and cases 
bearing on the subject, together with references to larger works that 
can be consulted when necessary. Historically, the statutes and 
cases referred to range from 1601 (the Poor Relief Act of 43 Eliz. 
c. 2) to 1908—-the date of the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
White and Hales vy. Islington (1909, 1 K. B. 133). The growth of 
the rating system of London is accurately but concisely traced, and 
rights and liabilities of occupiers and owners are explained in a 
singularly facile style, and from a practical point of view. Precedents 
for such documents as compounding agreements are also given. 
Since the book was published the decision of the Court of Appeal 
in North Manchester Overseers v. Winstanley (referred to on pp. 107, 
109) has been affirmed by the House of Lords : Winstanley v. North 
Manchester Overseers (1910, A. C. 7). 





Engineers. 


THe Law arrecTinc Encineers. By W. VaALentine Batt, 
Barrister-at-Law. Archibald Constable & Co. (Limited). 


An engineer occupies muclathe same status in the business and 
professional world as an architect. A civil engineer has been defined 
as a man who is concerned with the design and construction of 
works other than dwelling-houses and churches, viz., bridges, docks, 
railways, drainage, factories, &c. Architects and engineers are 
alike in that they are not controlled by official bodies of their co- 
professionalists in the way that members of the legal and medical 
professions are controlled. Hence there is no body of statute law, 
with its accompanying commentary of case law, relating to either 
engineers or architects. Architects and their remuneration, building 
contracts and the interpretation to be placed on them, have been 
before the courts much more frequently than have engineers and 
contracts for engineering works. The law relating to engineers 
must, therefore, consist principally of rules based on analogies drawn 
from the law relating to architects. The present book is really a 
collection of chapters dealing with various points of interest to 
engineers in their legal relations to their employees and the con- 
tractors whose work they superintend. The book is primarily one 
for the engineer himself and not for his legal advisers, and for this 
purpose may be found useful. Thus, some excellent (if to a lawyer 
rather obvious) hints are given as to the conduct of the engineer as 
witness, as arbitrator, &c. Appended are some forms of contracts 
containing such provisions as are likely to be wanted when 
engineering works are to be undertaken. There are several mis- 
prints in the citation of cases, and to be more useful to a lawyer 
dates of cases and contemporary references might have been given. 





Deeds of Arrangement. 


LAWRANCE’S DEEDS OF ARRANGEMENT AND Statutory Composi- 
TIONS AND SCHEMES, WITH PRECEDENTS. SixtH Epirion. By 
Sypngey Epwarp WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 


are termed generally “ creditors’ deeds.” The four introductory 
chapters take up a third of the book, precedents (seventeen in 
| number) another third, and annotated Acts, statutory forms, rules, 
| and index the remaining third. The introductory chapters deal 
respectively with assignments for benefit of creditors, compositions 
with creditors, inspectorship deeds, and statutory composition or 
arrangements. With regard to the cases cited, the references to all the 
series of contemporary reports are not alwayscomplete. Troubleand 
| labour would be saved both to writer and reader of heed text-books if it 
were made an invariable rule to give an exhaustive list of contem- 
porary references in the table of cases itself, citing each case in the 
body of the book by one reference only. On p.7 we think that 
the result of the decisions in Re Spackman (24 Q. B, D. 728) and 
Re Hughes (1893, 1 Q. B. 595) might have been more clearly and 
concisely stated. ‘There are useful footnotes to the precedents, 
calling attention to possible alternatives and matters of practice to 
be attended to. At p. 69 attention is thus very rightly called to 
the advantage of the appointment of a new trustee being by deed ; 
but the phrase used-—‘‘ by deed under their hands”—must surely 
have been left unaltered from a former edition. There is at p. 5 
also a reference to “the late Vice-Chancellor Kindersley,” which 
was probably first written soon after his death and allowed to remain 
unaltered. These, however, are small matters that will no doubt 
receive attention in the next edition of this useful book. 





The Workmen’s Compensation Acts. 


A Dicest or Cases DECIDED UNDER THE WORKMEN’S COMPENSA- 
TION Acts, 1897-1906. By FRANK BEVERLEY, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The only practicable method of making the case law under the 
Workmen’s Compensation Acts readily available for the practitioner 
is by means of a well-arranged digest. The law on the subject is 
kaleidoscopic and difficult to be conveniently embodied in any book 
in treatise form. The arrangement in the present volume certainly 
seems to us to be about as perfect (with one exception) as can possibly 
be expected. The digest is arranged under twenty-one headings, 
placed in alphabetical order—“ Accident,” “ Alternative remedies,” 
“ Arising out of and in the course of employment,” &c. Each 
heading contains three groups—the English cases, the Scottish cases, 
and the Irish cases. The digest is followed by a list of cases over- 
ruled or made of no effect by legislation. Then comes the text of 
the Act of 1906, the portions which merely reproduce the Act of 
1897 being distinguished from new enactments by a difference ot 
type, attention being also called to these differences by footnotes. 
This is followed by the text of the orders extending the Act to 
other industrial diseases, and lastly comes the text of thé Act of 1909 
giving etfect to the Anglo-French Convention. No index is, of 
course, required. The latest case on the Acts—Clover, Clayton, & 
Co. v. Hughes~-is cited, but not by a reference to the Law Reports, 
1910, A. C. 242. As the report was contained in the June number 
of the Law Reports, there should have been no difficulty in 
ascertaining the correct reference in time for publication. The policy 
of the book—a regrettablé one—is, however, to make as little use of 
the Law Reports as possible. That the Law Reports are not given 
their proper place is the only fault we have to find with this other- 
wise excellent digest. 





Books of the’ Week. 


Accidents.-—-Accidents in their Medico-Legal Aspect. By 
Leading Medical and Surgical Authorities. Edited by DouGias 
Knocker, Barrister-at-Law. Baillieré, Tindall, & Cox; Butter- 
worth & Co. 

Charter-parties and Bills of Lading.—The Contract of 
Affreightment as expressed in Charter-parties and Bills of Lading. 
By Sir Tuomas Epwarp Scrutrton, one of the judges of the King’s 
Bench Division. Sixth Edition. By Sir T. E. Scrurron and F. D. 
Mackinnon, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Overseers.—The Overseer’s Handbook, for the use of Overseers, 
Assistant Overseers, Collectors of Poor Rates, Vestry Clerks, and 
other Parish Officers ; together with a Calendar of Overseers’ Duties. 
By Wiiit1am W. Mackenziz, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Seventh 
Edition. Shaw «& Sons ; Butterworth & Co. 

Licensing.—The Licensing Acts : being a King’s Printers’ Copy 
of the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910, bound up with a Reprint 
of the Unrepealed Portions of the Licensing Acts, 1828 to 1906, and 
a Comprehensive Index to the Whole. Compiled by W. L. Parts, 
Solicitor. The Solicitors’ Law Stationery Society (Limited). 


Criminal Appeals,.-—-Criminal Appeal Cases: Reports of 





This modest volume of 200 pages has long been known as an 
excellent guide on the subject to which it relates, and should find a | 
place on the shelves of everyone who has to draft or advise on what | 


Cases in the Court of Criminal Appeal, July 25th, 28th, 29th, August 
19, 1910. Edited by HerMan Couen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. V., 
Part V. Stevens & Haynes. 
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Correspondence. 


Stamp Duty on Declarations of Trust. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—In your issue of the 23rd of July last (p. 697) it is suggested 
that a declaration of trust of land is not a “ conveyance,” and requires 
only a 10s, stamp. 

This view, naturally, is not acceptable to the Inland Revenue 
authorities, and they claim that such a deed operates as a “‘ transfer ” 
of the beneficial interest, and must, therefore, be stamped with ad 
valorem conveyance duty according to the value of the property. 

The words in the Act relating to property do not appear to be 
extended by any such addition as “or any estate or interest therein,” 
so that the claim of the Crown involves some straining of the words. 
The policy of the Act, however, is to discourage private generosity 
by taxing a gift as heavily asa sale. As a declaration of trust 
which amounts to a conveyance on sale is considered to require an 
ad valorem stamp (see dicta in West London Syndicate v. Commis 
avoners of Palond Revenue, 1898, 1 Q. B. 226) it may be that where 
a declaration of trust amounts to a gift, it must now be regarded as 
liable to ad valorem duty. Quicke & Carp. 

11, Milk-street-buildings, London, Oct. 25. 

[See observations under head of “ Current Topics”—Ep. S../.] 


Increment Value Duty. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. | 


Sir,—I shall be glad if you will let me have your views as to the 
following points :— 

A. buys some vacant land for £2,000 which he hopes will develop 
into building land. 

He is unable to either let or sell it for a period of over two years, 
so that his money lies idle for this time. 

He eventually sells, and there isa profit over and above the £2,000. 
Surely before the Goverment take their increment duty, A. is 


for two years. 

lam under the impression that no provision is made in the Act 
for allowing interest on money lying idle. Could you tell me if 
this is so, or if he is allowed to take a reasonable rate of interest, 
and what rate ? 

There must be many cases where second mortgagees have been 
forced to pay off the first mortgagees, and secure the equities, either 
by small purchases or by foreclosure proceedings, with a view to 
endeavouring to save their money, and it seems very hard in such 
circumstances for the mortgagees not to be allowed any interest 
before the Government arrive at Increment Value Duty. W 

Oct. 12. 

[The allowance for interest must be found, we imagine, if any 
where, in section 25 (4) of the Finance Act, 1910; compare the 
concluding words of section 2 (2); but allowance is only made in 
respect of value due to capital expenditure for the purpose of 
improving the land. Purchase money is not such éxpenditare, and 
interest on it cannot, it seems, be allowed as a deduction—Eb. S./.] 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


CHIRGWIN v. RUSSELL AND ANOTHER. No. 1. 


Pracrice—R.S.C. XIV. 1—Liserty tro Enter JupGmenr—ArFFipavit 
Verivyinc Cause or Acrion—‘*‘ Orner PERSON WHO CAN SWEAR 
Postt1veLy to THE Facts ’’—So.icrror or PLAINTIFF. 





19th Oct. 


The plaintiff sued the defendants to recover principal and interest 
due under a bill of exchange payable on demand, and applied for judg 
ment under ord. 14. The affidavit in support of the application was 
made by a member of the firm of solicitors who acted for him, and who 
swore to the facts, but did not state the means of his knowledge, nor 
that he wus authorised to make the affidavit by the plaintiff, and made 
them on information supplied him for that purpose. 

Held, that aa the defendants admitted that the facts deposed to 
were true, the judge was right in accepting the affidavit as sufficient 
to support the summons 

Appeal of the defendants from an order of Lush, J., at chambers 
advanced by special leave. The order appealed from gave the plaintiff 
leave to sign summary judgment for £260 on a bill of exchange, 
payable on demand. The ground of the appeal was that the affidavit 
on which the judge gave leave was not sworn by the plaintiff, but by 
a member of the firm of his solicitors, and did not state the means of 
his knowledge, nor that he was authorised to make the affidavit, and 
mace it on information supplied by the plaintiff. The facts were, 


shortly, that the defendant, Mrs. Emily Mary Russell, a married 











woman, living with her husband, had borrowed from the plaintiff money, 
and had accepted a bill of exchange, drawn by the plaintiff, payable 
in the event of the interest not being kept up on demand. The interest 
fell into arrear, and the bill on presentation was dishonoured. The 
defendant alleged that she was entitled to withhold payment on the 
ground that an illegal distress had been put in by the plaintiff on her 
premises, which formed the subject of a cross-action, and Mrs. Russell 
averred the damages she claimed in the cross-action would exceed her 
liability under the bill. The Master, however, declined on this 
ground to refuse the plaintiff's application for summary judgment, and 
on the 17th of October the learned judge affirmed the Master’s order. 
The case having been argued, 

Vaucnan Wiis, L.J., said the appeal failed, as, in his opinion, 
the learned judge was quite right in declining to stay execution, not 
withstanding the pending cross-action. The admissions made by the 
defendants shewed that the objections raised by counsel on_ their 
behalf were devoid of substance, and, in short, that in the circum 
tances the principal and interest had admittedly become payable under 
the circumstances as deposed to in the affidavit. But it was said 
that although that was the case, nevertheless the Master and the 
learned judge were wrong, because, as a matter of practice, the aff 
davit on which leave to sign summary judgment was obtained was not 
made in accordance with the rules. He hoped it would not be 
supposed, as a matter of practice, that when an affidavit was made in 
support of a summons under order 14 by a person other than the 
plaintiff, it was not necessary to shew that the person making the 
affidavit was duly authorised to make it, and further what means he 
had of knowing the facts deposed to. It was said by counsel for the 
plaintiff that he must satisfy the court that he ‘“‘ could” speak of the 
facts deposed to of his own knowledge, and Lagos v. Grunwaldt and 
tnother (1910, 1 K. B. 41; 54 Soxicrrors’ Journnat, 216) was cited. 
But the facts in that case were distinguishable from those of. the 
present case, not only because it did not shew what means the 
deponent had of knowing the facts, but also because the means oi 
knowledge set out in the affidavit were obviously insufficient. His 
lordship thought it would be most unfortunate if it were to be supposed 
that a person other than the plaintiff could make an affidavit in support 
of a summons under ord. 14, and think his duty would be satisfied by 
stating merely that he acted as solicitor to the plaintiff. He thought 


entitled t ‘ inst such profit his | ¢ interest on the £2,000 | it a wholesome rule that the deponent should state his means of know 
1 a tO sel agains such pront his loss Of interest on the 22, | 


In his 


ledge, and he should be sorry if any other rule was laid down. 
judgment the appeal failed. 

BuckLtey and Kennepy, L.JJ., gave judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal accordingly dismissed.—CounseLt, C. Wertheimer, for the 
plaintiff; A. G. Woodgate, for the defendants. Souicitors, Ruy, 
Flower Ellis, & Simon, Coote, & Richards. 

{Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


W. CORY & SONS (LIM.) v. W. FRANCE, FENWICK, & CO. No. 1. 
Isth Ost. 
MastTer AND Servant—Ciaim Paip By Master—Joint Tortreasors— 
INpDEMNITY—WoRKMEN'S COMPENSATION Act, 1906, s. 6. 

Section 6 of the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906, provides that 

Where the injury for which compensation is payable under this Act 
was caused under circumstances creating a legal liability in some person 
other than the employer to pay damages in respect thereof—(1) The 
workman may take proceedings both against that person to recover 
damages and against any person liable to pay compensation under this 
ict for such compensation, but shall not be entitled to recover both 
damages’and compensation; and (2) if the workman has recovered 
compensation under this Act, the person by whom the compensation 
was paid, and any person who has been called on to pay an indemnity 
under the section of this Act relating to sub-contracting, shall be entitled 
to be indemnified by the person so liable to pay damages as aforesaid, 
and all questions as to the right to and amount of any such indemnity 
shall, in default of agreement, be settled by action, or, by consent of 
the partve , by arbitration under this Act.’ 

Held, that on the true construction of the above section, the plain- 
tiffs, who were jound guilty of contributory negligence, were not 
entitled to be indemnified by the defendants, merely by reason of the 
fact that they had paid compensation, as the section did not give one 
of two joint tortfeasors a right of action over for indemnity against 
the other tortfeasor. 

Appeal by the plaintiffs from an order of Scrutton, J. (then Mr. 
Commissioner Scrutton), at the trial of an action without a jury at the 
Durham Assizes. The plaintiffs were the owners of the s.s. Highgate, 
and the defendants were the managers of a staith on the north bank 
of the River Wear, at which vessels moored for the purpose of loading 
coal. The defendants employed a staithmaster, one Mitchell, whose 
duty it was to give directions to approaching vessels as to mooring and 
as to which spot they should proceed to for the purpose of coaling. 
The Highgate came up the river for the purpose of coaling in charge 
of two tugs, although she had steam up, stern first, and attended by a 
foyboat, in which were two men in the plaintiffs’ employ. While they 
were engaged in taking a rope to the shore, Mitchell from the staith 
gave the order, ‘‘ Easy ahead.’ The pilot on board passed the order 
on to the captain, but neither the pilot nor the captain inquired whethe 
the propeller was clear. The order was carried out, and the boat con 
taining the two foymen was sucked on to the propeller and was sunk. 
One of the boatmen was killed and the other injured. The action was 
brought by the plaintiffs, who hed paid compensatfon to the injured 
man and also to the representatives of the man who was drowned in 








uy 
th 


pl 
da 
la 


que 
abl 
the 


me 


ap) 
y 


op] 
Wite 
190 
in | 
abl 
com 
meme 
Ss 
26 
A 
Bra 
the 
pay: 
(Lit 
lant 
jud, 
pan. 
on | 
jud, 
and 
miss 
sucec 
deci 
awal 
subs 
agai 
opini 
The 
whic 
case, 
ques 
ably 
Jour 
said 
had 
shou 
and 
aske 
coun 
havi 
brie 
bre 
no j 
only 














=== OOS Cc er.C 


wi 











Oct. 29, 1910. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


(Vol. 55.] 11 








proceedings under the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1906, claiming to 
be indemnified under section 6. The learned Commissioner gave judg 
ment, however, for the defendants, on the ground that there had been 
contributory negligence on the part of the plaintiffs, which disentitled 
them to-recover. ‘The plaintiffs appealed. 

VaucHan Wituiams, L.J., after stating the facts, said that with 
regard to the construction of the statute he agreed with the conclusion 
the learned Commissioner had come to—namely, that the plaintiffs, 
being themselves negligent, were not entitled to take advantage of 
section 6, which, otherwise, would have entitled them to stand in the 
shoes of the workman, so to speak, and get indemnity from the defen 
dants for the money they had paid the workman as compensation due 
from the defendants. Here the party seeking the indemnity was, on 
the facts, seeking to recover from a joint tortfeasor. But the workman 
to succeed in an action against the defendants must first have shown 
that the negligence he alleged against the servants of the defendants 
was in fact the causa causens of the accident. He thought that the 
direction Mitchell gave was a direction of such a character that he had 
the right to suppose that it would not be carried out without the set 
vants of the shipowner first ascertaining it was safe to act upon it. 
For these reasons he did not think that the defendants’ servants were 
guilty of negligence, which was the proximate cause of the accident, 
and, further, he did not think that the proper construction of section 
6 was that one of two joint wrongdoers had a right given him to call 
upon the other wrongdoer under all circumstances to indemnify him 
the compensation he had been compelled to pay. The appeal failed. 

Buckiey and Kennepy, L.JJ., gave judgment to the like effect. 

Appeal dismissed.—Counser, Atkin, K.C., and Adair Roche, for the 
plaintiffs; Scot?t-Foxr, K.C., and M. P. Griffiths-Jones, for the defen 
dants. Soxicrrors, Botterell d& Roche, for Botterell d& Roche, Sunder- 
land ; Deacon & Co. 

[Reported by Ensxitne Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] . 


Re HARDY’S CROWN BREWERY (LIM.) AND 8ST. PHILIP’S TAVERN, 
MANCHESTER. No.1. 20th Oct. 


Licensinc Acrs—-CoMPENSATION Monrey—AWAnrp sy INLAND RevENUE 
CoMMISSIONERS—SuccessFuL Appeal BY BREWwerRs—-PowER TO ORDER 
THE COMMMISSIONERS TO PAY Cos'rs—FINANcE Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. 
c. 30), s. 10 (3)—Licensine Act, 1904 (4 Ep, 7, c. 23), s. 2. 

It is the duty of the Inland Revenue Commissioners, to whom the 
question of fixing the amount of compensation is referred, to make reason 
able inquiries as to the amount of compensation payable, and not to fix 
the amount without giving the parties intevested full opportunity of 
meeting any objection and of doing what can be done to avoid an 
appeal. 

Therefore, where a party interested im licensed premises successfully 
appealed to the High Court against the amount awarded hy the Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue as compensation under the Licensing Act, 
1904, for the non-renewal of the licence, the court heing of opinion that 
in the circumstances of the case the Commissioners had acted unreason- 
ably, and that their conduct had led to the appeal, an order that the 
commissioners should pay the successful party's costs can properly ba 
made. 

So held by Court of Appeal, affirming an order of Bray, J., reported 
26 7’. L. R. 605. 


Appeal by the Inland Revenue Commissioners from a decision of 
Bray, J. The licence of the house in question had been referred and 
the Inland Revenue Commissioners fixed as the amount of compensation 
payable for the extinction of the licence £1,500. Hardy’s Crown Brewery 
(Limited) had claimed £2,575, and Bray, J., had held that the appel- 
lants were entitled to £1,770. The brewery company asked the learned 
judge to order the commissioners to pay the costs, as they (the com- 
pany) had succeeded to a stbstcntial extent. The Attorney-General, 
on behalf of the commissioners, contended that the statute gave the 
judge no power to award costs. Bray, J., held that he had that power, 
and he exercised his discretion by making an order that the com 
missioners should pay the brewery company’s costs, they having been 
successful in their appeal. The commissioners appealed from that 
decision to the Court of Appeal, who held that a judge had power to 
award costs, but that mere success on the part of an appellant, even to a 
substantial extent, was not alone sufficient to lead him to give costs 
against the commissioners, who acted as public officers, unless in his 
opinion they in the particular case before him had behaved unreasonably. 
The Court of Appeal, being uncertain as to the ground on 
which Bray, J., had ordered the commissioners to pay costs in this 
case, remitted the case to his lordship to consider whether, on the 
question of costs, the Inland Revenue Commissioners had acted reason 
ably in dealing with this claim for compensation (54 Soicrrors’ 
Journat 457). The question of costs having been re-argued, Bray, J., 
said he thought, on the evidence before him, that the commissioners 
had acted unreasonably. His order would be that the commissioners 
should pay to the appellants their costs of the hearing of this appeal, 
and of the application re costs. Counsel, on behalf of the commissioners, 
asked for leave to appeal, which was refused. In the Court of Appeal 
counsel asked for leave to appeal, and the court gave leave. The case 
having been called on, the Attorney-General, for the commissioners, 
briefly stated the nature of the appeal. Counsel, on behalf of the 
brewery company, took the preliminary objection that the court had 
no jurisdiction to hear the appeal. The appeal had reference to costs 
only, and there could be no appeal from the direction of a judge on 





that point except by leave of the judge. Here that leave had been 
refused. The provisions of section 49 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
were not superseded by the provisions of the Licensing Act, 1904. The 
Attorney-General said he expected that his learned friend would take 
the objection. He submitted, however, that while that would appear 
to be the case, it was limited to such cases as the court was satisfied 
the judge had all the materials before him on which to exercise this 
discretion. Where there was a discretion given to a judge as to costs 
there was a right ol appeal Counsel — said he did not 
desire to traverse the proposition that if a judge exercised his discretion 
without all the necessary materials before him the court could properly 
say his discretion was not exercised judicially, and qaould review it 
he submitted, was not the case here. Ord. 65, r. 1, laid down 
the veneral rule that a successful litigant was entitled to his costs 

that costs followed the event unless fo cause shown” thi 
judge saw fit to deprive him of his costs. He submitted that the same 
principle applied to the compensation appeals. Bray, J., had found 


* oO vd 


that the unreasonable conduct of the commissioners was the cause of 
the appeal being brought. That was a ‘‘ good cause,’ which was 
ufficient to support the exercise of the judge's decision. The Attorney 
General pointed out that ord. 65, r. 1, only applied to actions with 
juries. ‘The commissioners had no interest whatever in the amount of 
compensation. The compensation fund was a fund provided by the 


trade. There was no evidence to show that the commissioners here 
had not taken all proper steps to arrive at a proper conclusion. They 
were merely acting as public servants, and, there being no allegation 
of bias or the like, were not personally liable in costs if their decision 
The following cases were referred to: Civil 
Navigation Co. (1903, 
Granville v. Firth 


were overruled on appeal. 
fy v. General Steam 


(1899, 2 Ch. 467), 


Nercice Co 
2 K. B. 756), 


operative Socu 
Be wiv. Bew 


(19 T. L. R. 213), Aing & Co. v. Gillard & Co. (1905, 2 Ch. 7), Hdmund 
v. Martell (24 T. L. R. 25). 
The court intimated that they would hear the case on its merits, so 


us to be fully cognisant of all the facts before giving their decision 
on the preliminary objection 

The case was then argued on its merits. At the close of the 
arguments, 

Vaucuan WuttiamMs, L.J., in giving judgment, said, having regard 
to the previous decision of this court (reported 1910, 2 K. B. 257; 54 
Soticrrors’ JournaL 457), he thought the appeal failed. In view of 
that decision, the only question that the court had to consider in the 
whether there was any meterial upon which the learned 
judge was justified in coming to the conclu ion that the commissionei 
had been guilty of such unreasonable conduct in respect of the matter 
before the court as to justify him in saying that they must bear the 
costs of the appeal. His lordship said that the learned judge had come 
to the conclusion that the commissioners had acted unreasonably in not 
disclosing the grounds upon which they reduced the figure of com 
pensation as disclosed in the returns upon which respondent ielied. He 
hought that court ought not to interfere with the decision of the 
learned judge if there wa evidence on which the judge could act, 
although perhaps that court might not come to the same conclusion 
He thought that there was evidence before the learned judge 
reviewing his decision. He 


ase \ S 


upon it. ! 
which would not justily 
thought the appeal should be d 

Buckiey and Kennepy, L.JJ., gave judgment to a like effect. Appeal 
dismissed.—-CounseL, The Attorney-General (Sir Rufus Isaacs, K.C.), 
and Lowenthal, for the commissioners ; Danckwerts, K.C., and 7'. C. 7’ 
Gibbons, for the brewery cempany. Soxicrrors, Solicitor of Inland 
Revenue; Godden, Son, & Holme. 
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[Reported by Reip, Barriter-at-Law.) 


High Court—Chancery Dtvision. 
Re COHEN, BROOKES ». COHEN. Joyce, J. 17th, 18th, and 19th Oct. 


APproiINTMENT—W ILL 
CONDITION AND 
Desrs or 


Vor Conpi 
THAI 


POWER 
CONDITION 


EXECUTION OF 
APPOINTMENT 
APpPOINTo! 


POWER Ot 
TION SEVERANCE OF 
APPOINTEE SHOULD Pay Ort 

the life tenant of a fund, with power to apy ita life untereat 


j wa 
me to any wife who might survive him. 


in the whole or part of the ince 
He exercised the power in part unconditionally, and in part hy appoint 
hould die insolvent) an annuity, of which the greater part 
ti hie debt Held, that the appointment vf 
eparated from the con lition, and that the 


ing (il he 
was to be used in paying ¢ 
the annuity could not b 
execution of the power was fraudulent and void. 

Abraham Cohen, by his will, dated the llth of July, 1900, 
twelve forty-fourth parts of certain real and personal property to his 
for his son, S. B. Cohen, for life, with remainder 
B. Cohen, and with power to 8. B 
Cohen to appoint by will a life interest in the whole or any part 
of the income of his share to any wife who might survive him 
Abraham Cohen died in 1901. 8. B. Cohen, by his will, dated the 21st 
of July, 1908, appointed an annuity to his wife, Florence Cohen, out of 
the income of his share; and further, in case his residuary estate 
should be insufficient to pay his just debts, he appointed to her an 
additional annual sum of £500, so long as any of the said debts should 
remain unpaid, or for a period of ten years from his death, whichever 


gave 


trustees upon trust 
in favour of the children of 5 


| should be the shorter period, on condition that, and so long as, she 
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should expend the sum of £400 in every year in the payment and | as was the subject of the niinapen. 


after the expiration of the shorter 
reduced to £100. And the 


not be satisfied 


reduction of the said debts; and 
period the additional annuity was to be 
appointor provided that, in case his trustees should 


that his wife was duly fulfilling the condition, they might discontinue 
the payment of the additional annuity of £500 at their discretion. 
8. B. Cohen died in 1909, insolvent; and on the 23rd of February, 
1910, his widow, who had become by remarriage Florence Brookes, took 


matter of the will of Abraham 
whether the appointment 
wholly or 


summons in the 


isked for a 


out an originating 


Cohen. The 


summon decision 


of the additional annuity to the plaintiff was or was not 
partly, and, if the latter, to what extent, valid ; and whether the same 
appointment was subject or not to any condition; and whether the 


annual sum was, in fact, then payable 


appointment 


innual sum of £500 or any other 
to the plaintiff by virtue of such 


Joyce, J., held that it was clear on the authorities that an appoint 
ment might be a fraud on the power even without any bargain between 
the appointor and the appointee, and without any previous communica 
tion to the appointee of any intention to exceed the terms of the 


intention to benefit the 
warranted by the 
condition 


that if there was a clear 
appointee, but a condition 


terms of the power, the gift itself mig 


power; and further 
which was not 
ht be severed from the 


innexed 


and would be upheld. The learned judge continued : Now, in the 
present case, looking at all the circumstances, and weighing the terms 
of the power, and though the condition annexed is not in terms a 
condition precedent, still, on the whole, I think it is the sounder view 
here, as in many other cases, that you cannot fairly separate the con 


It is impossible that the plaintiff should 
appointment without carrying out the 
the whole, I cannot doubt that the 
appointme nt was made for the and solely for the purpose, of 
effecting an ebject not authorised by the power, and would never have 
been made except in the expectation that that purpose would be ful 
filled. Therefore, I consider that this case falls within the proposition 
laid down in Farwell on Powers at page 421: ‘‘ The execution is 
fraudulent and void if foreign to the power, 
although uch appointee pre 
viously to the 


dition from the appointment 

accept £500 a year under the 
wishes of the testator. Upon 
purpose, 


made for purposes 
purposes are not communicated to the 


appointor, and although the appointor 


personal benefit | consider that the execution of the power is 
fraudulent and void as having been made for a purpose wholly foreign 
to the power. ‘Therefore, in my opinion, the appointment is bad 
Counsen, for the plaintiff, Younger, K.C ind Paice: for the children | 
of 8S. B. Cohen and the plaintiff, Norton, K.C., and Stafford Crossman, 
for the trustees, 2. HW. Hodge; for the sole surviving executor of 8S. B 
Cohen, Whinney SOLICITOR J. Theodore Goddard; S. B. Cohen & 
Dunn; Linklater, Addison, & Brown 
{Reported by H. F. Currr.e, Barrister-at-Law.| 
VENDOR AND PUR- 


Re YO8S AND SAUNDERS’ CONTRACT AND ie 


CHASER ACT, 1874. Warrington, J. Oct. 14. 


Venpor AND Purcuaser—Reaorsterep Lanp—Lanp TRraAnsrer Act, 
1897, 16. sug-secrion 2—Morrcace sy Sus-pemise or Recis 
rERED LEASEHOLD SALE UNDER Statutory Power—Duty or VeNvor | 
ro Ptace Himsetr on THE REGISTER 


under a mortgage by sub-demise 
of sale is not a vendor of requste red 
2 of 16 of the 
heen registe red as proprietor of 
heen placed upon the register 


of leascholds 


statutory power 


i martqagee 
ub-term under hi 
lond within the med ing of sub 
Transfer Act, 1897, if no person has 
even though the land has 


vection section 


the ub-term, 

hy the person entitled to the leasehold reversion on his sub-term. Such 
a morigage: hy eub-demise is therefore not required by section id 
either to procure the registration of himself as proprietor of the charge 


or to procure a transfer from the regis tered proprietor to the purchas er. 
The applicant on this vendor and purchaser summons was the pur 
and he asked to have it declared that requisitions 16 and 22 


haser, 
to the four leasehold hereditaments sold, 


him as to the title 
that a title thereto had novi 


made by 
answered, and 


had not been sufficiently do 
been shewn in accordance with the contract. The two requisitions 
were these : Requisition 16 An authority to inspect the Register of 
Title. No. 62,788, at the Land Registry, must be given.” “Requis si 
tion 22, ‘‘ In order to be in a position to execute a proper transfer of 


ister to the purchaser, the vendor must at his 
own expense get himself put on the register at the Land Registry as 
the registered proprietor of the property in accordance with rule 151 
of the Land Rules, 1903, 1907, and 1908 (Consolidated).’’ The answer 
to those requisitions was : ‘‘ 16. The vendor is not selling a registered 
title and can give no authority.” ‘= The vendor will not. He has 
not contracted to sell a title on the register.’’ The facts were these : 
By a lease dated the 12th of November, 1885, the land in question was 
demised by two persons for a term of ninety nine years from the 25th 
of March, 1884. That t rm became vested in one Rosenbaum. Rosen 
baum by deed dated the 16th of September, 1898, demised the premise S 
te one Chetham for the residue then unexpired of the term of ninety 
nine years less the last day by way of mortgage to secure a certain sum 
deed contained no power of sale, but the mortgagee 
was entitled of course to the statutory power under which he had 
power (Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881, 44 & 45 Vict. 


91) to sell the mort gaged property or any part thereof, 


the property on the reg 


of money. The 


and 


| put on the register. 


| the term in trust, 


Oct. 29, 1910. | 





It was provided by the icin 
that on a sale the mortgagor would stand possessed of the last day of 

not for the mortgagee, but for the purchaser ben 
the mortgagee when the mortgagee exercised his power of sale. In 
May, 1900, Rosenbaum sold to Abrahams, and in 1902 Abrahams got 
himself registered on the leasehold register under the Land Transfe1 
Act, 1875. Abrahams was registered as the proprietor of these lease 
hold dwelling-houses held under the lease of the 12th of November, 
1885, for the term of ninety-nine years from the 25th of March, 1884. 
In the same year (1902), a few days after the date of the certificate, 
the mortgage of the 16th of September, 1898, was transferred to one 
Norris, the transfer both taking the form of a transfer, and contain- 
ing fresh covenants and a fresh proviso for redemption. That deed con 
tained no declaration of trust of the last day. That deed was not 
Norris was dead and his executor was selling. 
He was selling the property by virtue of the power of sale as a person 
claiming under Chetham under the deed of the 16th of September, 1898. 
The contract was a contract to sell four dwelling-houses, described as 


| held for a term of ninety-nine years from the 25th of March, 1884, at 


The title was to begin with the 


the ground-rent of £18 per annum. 
1885. The only material condition 


lease dated the 12th of November, 


| was condition 7, which provided that no objection or requisition should 





derives no | 


| himself registered as the 


|} & mortgagor, nor 


ibe made upon the ground that a day of the term was “outstanding in 
should the vendor be required to get in such out 
standing day or trace the person in whom the same might be vested. 
The vendor in the conditions told the purchaser that he was a mort- 
gagee and would convey as such. In these circumstances the pur 
chaser contended that it was the statutory duty of the vendor under 
sub-section 2 of section 16 of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, either to 
procure the registration of his charge—that is to say, ‘of the mortgage 
of 1898, or to procure a transfer from the registered proprietor to the 
purchaser. Sub-section 2 of section 16 provides : ‘‘ Where the vendor 
of registered land is not himself registered as proprietor of the land, 
or of a charge giving a power of sale over the land, he shal . 
either procure the registration of himself as proprietor of the land or 
of the charge, as the case may be, or procure a transfer from the 
registered proprietor to the purchaser.” 

Warrincton, J., after stating the facts of the case and reading the 
provisions of the sub-section, asked what it was that in such a case 
as this the vendor had to do? It was said that he had to get 
proprietor of the charge. In order to see 


| whether that obligation existed it was necessary to see what was meant 


selling his 


Land | 


| by the charge ”’ 


in the section. Obviously it meant a charge giving 
a power of sale over the land. Did the mortgage give such a power 
here’? That led on to the question, what was the registered land men- 
tioned in the section? You must look at the register to see what that 
was of which the proprietor was registered. On the register he was 
registered as the proprietor of leasehold land held for a term of ninety- 
nine years. But the present proprietor was the holder of a charge 
giving him a power of sale over part of that term only. The section 
no doubt gave rise to questions of great difficulty, because in a sense 
the vendor here was a vendor of registered land, and so in many other 
cases where there was a paramount title on the register. Yet his lord- 
ship could not think that the section made it incumbent on a person in 
that position to procure himself to be registered as proprietor: What, 
in his lordship’s view, the section really meant was this : Where land 
was on the register and a man was registered as proprietor of that 
land, then if the vendor was the vendor of that property, which was 
registered, it might be his duty to cause himself to be put on the 
register as proprietor. But, here, this vendor was not selling that of 
which Abrahams was registered as proprietor. He was not selling the 
whole, but a portion, of the term only. The answer to the plaintiff's 


| claim was that the vendor was not in this case the vendor of registered 


land within the meaning of this section. The section referred to a 
person who might either be registered as proprietor of the land referred 


| to in this sub-section 2, or as proprietor of a charge giving a power 


om a power 





t 41, 88 19 , 
to convey the property sold for such estate and interest therein | was as to the nature of the percentage for bonus payab 


of sale over that land. The vendor in the present case was neither a 
proprietor of the land which was registered, nor had he a charge giving 
of sale over that land. His lordship therefore held that 
the purchaser's requisitions had been sufficiently answered, and made 
a declaration accordingly.—-Counsgt, for the purchaser, J. 2. Harman; 
for the vendor, J. 7’. Prior. Sotscrrors, Stanley Evans & Co. ; R. Voss 


d> Son 
[Reported by Percy T. Oarpen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re T. A. OLIVER, DECEASED, RAMSDEN RAMSDEN. 


Warrington, J. 13th Oct. 


PurcHAser—‘‘ Purcnase Money ’’—Bonus PayaBLe TO 


VENDOR AND 
= Vewnee py A Tutrp Party—Irisu Lanp Act, 1903 (3 Ep. 7, 
. 37), s. 48. 
‘ cian money’’ is the money which a purchaser pays to the 


es for the estate which he is buying, and does not include money 
paid by a third party to the vendor in order to induce him to sell to 
the purchaser at a certain price. Therefore the | peor or bonus 
payable out of the Irish Land Purchase Fund under section 48 of the 
Irish Land Act, 1903, in certain cases, to a vendor of land in Ireland 
does not form par: of * ‘the purchase money” of that land in the 
ordinary sense of that term. 
The only point of general interest raised by this v1 ag pe summons 
> in certain cases 
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under the Irish Land Acts by the Land Commission (representing the | 


Government) to the vendor upon a sale under those Acts. Can a bonus 
paid to the vendor not by the purchasing tenant, but by the Goveen- 
ment, as an inducement to lead the vendor to sell to the tenant for 
a sum smaller than he might otherwise ask, be properly described us 
“purchase money’’? It was argued on the one side that it could not 
preperly be so described because it was not paid by the purchaser, and 


on the other side that ‘“‘ purchase money ’’ would include the bonus, | 


because such a bonus was a sum received by the vendor in return fo: 
the estate which he was selling. The question arose in this way. 
Isabella Anne Oliver, by her will dated the 1st of August, 1902, devised 
lands situate in Ireland, to which she was absolutely entitled in fee 
simple, to her two sisters for their joint lives and for the life of the 
survivor, with remainders over, the limitations being substantially 
limitations in strict settlement. The testatrix also bequeathed her 


residuary personal estate upon trusts which differed somewhat from | 


the limitations of the realty. The testatrix subsequently, on the 10th 
of May, 1905, executed a third codicil to her will whereby she declared 
that if any of the freehold, copyhold, customary or leasehold heredita- 
ments situate in Ireland devised or bequeathed by her will for the 
benefit of her said two sisters, with remainders over, should in her 
lifetime he sold or agreed to be sold, so that the same premises or any 
part thereof could not be held upon the trusts or for the purposes or 
devolve in the manner by her said will declared, then her trustees 
should raise out of her residuary estate in respect of each portion of 


the said premises which might have been so sold, or agreed to be sold, | 
a sum of money equal to the purchase money thereof, and she further | 


declared that the sum or sums so raised should be held by her trustees 


upon such trusts, and subject to such powers and provisions upon, and | 


subject to which, such sum or sums would have been held if the 
premises in respect whereof the same should be raised, had upon her 
death become subject to the trusts, powers, and provisions by her 
will declared concerning them, and the same sums and sum of money 
had been money arising from the sale of the same premises imme- 
diately after her death, under the powers of sale in her will contained. 
The testatrix died on the 13th of June, 1908, having in her lifetime 
effected large sales of her Irish estates under the Irish Land Act, 1903, 
the proceeds amounting to upwards of £40,000, and the bonus paid 
being upwards of £4,000. The question therefore arose, who was 
entitled to this bonus, and whether the trustees, in carrying out the 
directions contained in the third codicil, ought to raise and pay to the 
devisees of the testatrix’s Lrish estates not only the purchase money 
paid by the purchasing tenant, but also the bonus paid on behalf of 
the Government. Section 48 of the Irish Land Act, 1903, provides 
(sub-section 1) : ‘‘ For the purpose of aiding the sale of estates under this 
Act, the Land Commission may, in the prescribed manner and at the 
prescribed time pay to the vendor of each estate sold a sum 
calculated at the rate of 12 per cent. on the amount of the purchase 
money advanced under the Land Purchase Acts.’’ This section was 
explained and amended by the Irish Land Act, 1904, in the case where 
the vendor was a trustee or tenant for life, the percentage being made 
payable to a trustee upon the trust affecting the purchase money and 
to a tenant for life for his own benefit. 

Warrincton, J., in deciding that the reference in the third codicil 
to the purchase moneys of the Irish estates sold in the lifetime of the 
testatrix did not include the bonus in respect of these sales, said that 
in the Irish Land Act, 1903, the purchase money was tréated as some- 
thing quite separate from the bonus payable under section 48 of that 
Act. That section provided that the bonus was only to be paid where 
the purchase money was advanced under the Acts, and it was found 
by reference to the first section that under the Act of 1903 advances 
could only be made to tenants purchasing holdings where certain .condi- 
tions had been fulfilled—viz., where the annuity payable to the Govern 
ment bore a certain ratio to the existing rent, and was less by a certain 
proportion than the existing rent. By the Act of 1904 it was declare.l 
that in the case of a sale by a tenant for life the bonus is payable to 
him, in the case of a sale by trustees it is to be held upon the same 
trusts as the purchase money. Here the testatrix was absolutely entitled 
both to the purchase money and to the bonus, each of which formed 
part of her general personal estate. What, then, was meant by the 
words ‘‘ purchase money’”’ in the codicil? The words used must be 
taken as they stood, and his lordship was not entitled to guess what 
the testatrix would have done if she had had the Acts in her mind. 
The trustees were to raise ‘“‘a sum equal to the purchase money 
thereof.”’ That involved the idea of two persons, a vendor and 
purchaser, and the idea that a sum of money is paid by the purchaser 
in respect of the estate; for purchase money is the money which a 
purchaser pays to the vendor for the estate which he is buying. 
Could the bonus be included in the term? The bonus was not paid by 
the purchaser at all, the amount payable by him was not increased by 
its amount. The bonus was a gratuity paid by a third person—that 
is, the Land Commission, representing the Government. Reading this 
codicil, it was impossible to construe the expression purchase money 
in any other sense than as money paid by the purchaser to the vendor. 
It was quite possible that the testatrix might have sold to someone 
else not under the Irish Land Acts at all, and it might be possible 
for another person to pay her a gratuity to induce her to sell the land. 
Could it be said that if she had agreed to sell at an undervalue any 
thing could be purchase money but the sum paid by the vendor? 
His lordship therefore held that the trustees ought only to raise and 
pay to the devisees of the Irish estates the purchase money strictly 
80 called, not including the bonus.—CounseL, for the trustees J. H. 
Gregson; for the parties enfitled to the purchase money, S. L. Bath- 


hurst; for the parties interested in the residuary personalty, HW. C. 
Bischoff. Soricrrors, for all parties, Boodle, Hatfield, & Co. 


[Reported by Percr T. Oarpen, Barrister-at-Law.] 


tm SHEPPARD (DECEASED), DE BRIMONT v. HARVEY. Parker, |. 
17th and 18th Oct, 


Trustee—RepayMenr or MortGace Moneys—MISAPPROPRIATION BY 
| Soricrror—Liasititry or Trustee—Monry ALLOwep to REMAIN IN 
| Soxicrror’s Hanps—Trustre Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 53), s. 17. 
| A settle d fund was invested wpon mortgage, and, the money lent thereon 
be ing about to be paid off, the trustees executed a reconveyance, which 
they handed to their solicitor for the purpose of obtaining the repayment. 
The solicitor retained the reconveyance for a period of four months, 
during which time he received and misappropriated a part of the money. 
Shortly after the handing over of the reconveyance one of the trustees 
died. The surviving trustee repeatedly inquired whether the money had 
been paid off, but the solicitor always informed him that the matter was 
not yet completed. Upon this action being brought by one of the bene- 
ficiaries for an order to make the trustee hable for the loss, it was held 
| that, although the trustee knew that the solicitor had been dilatory and 

unbusinesslike in the matters of another trust, yet, as he had no know- 
| ledge which could lead him to suspect the solicitor’s honesty, he was 
justified in leaving the raconveyance with the solicitor to beused as 
required, and that his allowing the money to remain for some time in 
the solicitor’s hands did not disentitle him to the protection given by 
section 17 of the Trustee Act, 1893, since he did not know that the 
money had been repaid, and had no reason for doubting the solicitor’s 
replies to his queries. 


This was an action brought against a trustee to recover the balance 
of a sum of £10,000 which had been invested upon a mortgage of 
freehold property. In April, 1902, the trustees, the Rev. F. Harvey, 
the defendant, and Colonel G. Harvey, were informed by the solicitor 
that the money so lent was to be paid off, and accordingly in July of 
that year they executed a reconveyance of the mortgaged property, in 
which the receipt of the £10,000 was acknowledged, and gave it to 
the solicitor to enable him to receive the money. On the 2nd of August, 
1902, Colonel Harvey died, leaving the defendant the sole surviving 
trustee. Between the 10th of August, 1902, and the 17th of September, 
| 1902, the solicitor, who was also acting for the mortgagor, disposed of 
the mortgaged property in lots, receiving in payment the sum of £10,000, 
which he paid into his own banking account and applied to his own 
use. The defendant, repeatedly asking the solicitor whether the money 
had been repaid, was always told that for one reason or another the 
matter had not been completed. On the 4th of December he learned 
from the solicitor’s managing clerk that the money had been repaid, 
whereupon he immediately placed the matter in the hands of another 
solicitor, and took all possible steps to recover the money, but only 
succeeded in recovering £1,500. It appeared from the evidence that the 
defendant, as trustee of another trust, knew that the solicitor was 
dilatory and unbusinesslike, but had no reasons for suspecting him of 
being dishonest. On behalf of the plaintiff it was argued that section 17 
of the Trustee Act, 1893, did not protect trustees who left money in 
the hands of solicitors for any length of time; in fact, sub-section 3 of 
that section pointed to a few hours only as a proper period in which to 
pay over money received : Floyer v. Bostock (L. R. 1 Eq. 26), Wyman 
v. Paterson (1900, A. C. 271). For the defendant it was argued that 
sub-section 3 only applied to cases where the trustee knew or ought to 
have known that the money had been paid over: Speight v. Gaunt 
(32 W. R. 435; 1883, 9 App. Cas. 1). 


Parker, J., in the course of his judgment, said that the case had 
been argued on the footing that the death of Colonel Harvey shortly 
after the execution of the reconveyance, but before any money had 
been received under it, did not affect the question of the defendant's 
liability—in other words, that the defendant was in the same position 
as if he had been a sole trustee, and had alone executed the reconvey- 
ance. He proposed to decide the case on the footing on which it had 
been argued, without expressing any opinion as to whether that footing 
was really the correct one at law. It was clear from the evidence that 
although the defendant knew the solicitor to be dilatory and unbusiness- 
like he had no reason for suspecting him of being dishonest, and he 
was, therefore, not liable to make good the loss on the ground of his 
having employed a solicitor whom he knew not to be a fit and proper 
person to receive the trust money. Then it was said that the defendant 
could not rely upon section 17, sub-section 1, of the Trustee Act, 1893, 
because, within the meaning of sub-section 3 of that section, he per 
mitted the mortgage money to remain in the hands of the solicitor for 
a period longer than was reasonably necessary to enable the money to 
be paid to him. In his Lordship’s opinion, to bring the third sub 
section of the seventeenth section of the Act into operation, the circum 
stances must be such that the trustee knew, or ought to have known, of 
the receipt of the money. In this case the defendant did not know of 
the receipt of the mortgage money before the 4th of December, 1902, 
and no question was raised as to the propriety of his conduct after 
that date. The action was therefore dismissed.—CounseL, Martelli, 
K.C., and J. Henderson; Romer, K.C., and F. Whinney. Sovicrrors, 
Dawes & Son; Lyne & Holman. 





(Reported by F, Briaes, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Gross Value. 


simple in the open market 


by willing seller in then | 


condition 
Free , 
(a) From incum- | 
brances 


(b) From any burden, 
charge or re 


} 
Amount which the fee | 


The Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. 


We have been favoured by correspondents with the following tabulated view of the Definitions of Land Values for purposes of Increment 


Value Duty and Keversion Duty (sections 2 and 25). 


Total Value. 


Do. 


striction (other | 


than rates and 
taxes) 
might be expected to 
realise 
———— 


| Deduct | 
| depreciation (on sale) | 
| for :— | | 
(a) Fixed charges 
(b) Public rights of | | 
way or user 
(c) Rights of common 
(d) Easements 
| (e) Ante-April 1909 
covenants or 
agreements  re- 
stricting user 
| (f) Subsequent cove 
| nants or agree- 
ments restricting 
user approved by 
Commissioners 


/ 








(A) “*Gross value” 


Assessable Site Value (referred to in 
the Act as “ Site Value ” except with 
reference to the occasion on which 
1.V.D. is to be collected). 


Do. 


Deduct 


Deduct 
minus value 
which in the open market by 
willirg seller the fee simple of 
the land divested of 

(a) Buildings 

(b) Timber trees, bushes, &c. 
might be expected to realise. 


(B) Part of total value directly 


attributable to :— 

(1) Works executed or capital 
expenditure (including 
advertisements) for the 
purpose of :— 

(x) improving land as build- 
ing land. 

(y) business, trade or indus- 
try (other than agri- 
culture). 


(2) ye or gift of 
and for public streets, 


&c., or other open spaces. 

(3) Expenditure on :— 
(a) Redemption of land tax 

or fixed charge 


(b) Enfranchisement of 


copyholds. 
(c) Effecting 
ante-April 1909 cove- 
nant or agreement re- 
stricting user. 


(d) Effecting release of sub- 
covenant or 
restricting | 


sequent 
agreement 


release of 


Full Site Value. 


Do. 


Deduct 


’ 


“Gross value” minus 
value which in the open 
market by willing seller 
the fee simple of the 
land divested of 

(a) Buildings 

(b) Timber trees, 

bushes, &c. 

might be expected to 
realise 





| 


| 





user approved by Com- | 


missioners. 


(4) Goodwill or other matter 


personal to 
occupier, &c. 


owner 


(c) Expenditure which would be | 


necessary to divest land of 
buildings, timber trees, bushes, 
&e., and of which it would be 
necessary to divest the land to 
realise “ Full site value.” 





Bite Value on the Occasion on which 
L.V.D. is to be Collected. 


[On grant of 

[So Ser Lease or transfer 

of Fee (°% Sale of inter- 

Simple) jest (other than 
P Fee Simple)} 


( The value of the 

, of | fee simple calcu- 
—— . lated on the basis 
Consider- | of the value of 





the consideration 
for thegrant or 
transfer. 


tion 


— 7 


Deduct 





Do. 








On Death 
or 
“ a periodical occasion.’ 
See Section 2. 
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Points to be Noted. 


Common Law. 


Fire Insurance—Contract made by Agent without Authority— 
Loss--Subsequent Ratification.—When a contract of marine insur- 
ance is made by an agent without authority, it is settled law that it 
may be ratified by the party on whose behalf it was made even after 
that party is aware that loss has occurred. But a contract of fire 
insurance cannot be ratified in such circumstances.—GrovER & 
Grover (LimiITep) v. MatHews (Hamilton, J., April 15) (1910, 2 
K. B. 401). 


Workmen's Compensation — Committees—Lump Sum.— By 
paragraph 1 of the second schedule to the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, committees representative of employers and workmen 
shall (unless either party objects) either arbitrate on claims or refer 
them to arbitration. This means that the award of such a com- 
mittee, on a matter within its jurisdiction, is binding—probably even 
on a minor—and must be recorded by the registrar of the county 
court, and may not be reviewed by the judge. But under the Act 
neither the court nor such a committee can award a lump sum 
as compensation for disablement, unless by agreement, except 
(under paragraph 17 of the first schedule) when a weekly payment 
has been continued for not less than six months.—MULHOLLAND 
v. WHITEHAVEN Cotiiery Co. (C.A., April 29) (1910, 2 K. B. 278). 


Unpaid Seller’: Lien—-Unascertained Goods.—By section 47 of 
the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, “the unpaid seller’s right of lien or 
retention or stoppage in transitu is not affected by any sale or other 
disposition of the goods which the buyer may have made, unless the 
seller has assented thereto.” Such assent must be a specific assent, 
given in such circumstances as to shew an intention on the part of the 
unpaid seller to renounce his right, and not merely a_ general 
acquiescence in a sub-contract. The fact that the sub-sale is of 
unascertained goods isagainst the assumption of such an intention. 
Morpaunt Broruers v. British O1L AND CAKE MILs (LIMITED) 
(Pickford, J., June 14) (54 Soricrrors’ JourRNAL, 654 ; 1910, 2 K. B. 
(502). 

Statute of Frauds—Performance of Contract Within One Year.- 
By section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, agreements “not to be per- 
formed within the space of one year from the making thereof ” must be 
in writing. An agreement of service for an undefined term, with a 
clause in restraint of trade covering thirty-six months after the deter- 
mination of the service, is within that section (in the absence, at all 
events, of any evidence that the employment was intended at the 
time to cease within a year), and is not enforceable unless it is in 
writing. —REEVE v. Jennrnos (K.B. Div. Ct., June 22) (54 Sortcrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 653; 1910, 2 K. B. 522%. 

Workmen's Compensation--Personal Injury--Nervous Shock -- 
A nervous shock received by a workman in the course of his employ- 
ment, causing incapacity to work, is a “ personal injury by accident ” 
within the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1906, and entitles the 
workman to compensation.—Yates v. SoutH KrrKsy, &c., CoL- 
LIERIES (Limitep) (C.A., July 5) (1910, 2 K. B. 538). 





Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 
Oct. 18.—-Chairman, Mr. G. B. 





Law Srupents’ Depatine Sociery. 
Willis.—The subject for debate was: ‘“‘ That this House deplores the 
sentimental tendency of the present day to submit ali matters of 
dispute to arbitration.” Mr. W. 8. Jones opened in the affirmative ; 
Mr. H. G. Meyer opened in the negative. The following members 
continued the debate :—Messrs. Bartlett, Shearn, H. F. Rubinstein, 
Lemon, 8S. J. Rubinstein, Varley, Batley, Burgis, Pleadwell, and 
Mattingley. The motion was lost by four votes. 

Oct. 25.—Chairman, Mr. T. B. Harston.—The subject for debate 
was: “That the case of Re Weir Hospital (1910, 2 Ch. 124) was 
wrongly decided.’” Mr. Henry T. Thomson opened in the affirmative ; 
Mr. W. S. Jones seconded in the affirmative; Mr. A. J. Vere Bass 
opened in the negative; Mr. E. D. Shearn seconded in the negative. 
The following members continued the debate :—Messrs. H. F. Rubin- 
stein, Meyer, Woodbridge, Burgis, Meeke, Willcocks, Lemon, Riddett. 
The motion was lost by eleven votes. 

BrrmincHAM Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Oct. 18.—Mr. 8. Hosgood in 
the chair.—The following moot point was debated : ‘‘ Brown, a market 
gardener, calls at the office of Robinson, a seed merchant, and orders 
seed peas of an early variety to the value of £5, to be delivered free 
on rail to Birmingham, the buyer Brown to pay carriage to destination. 
Nothing is said at the time of sale as to warranty of productiveness or 
otherwise. In Robinson's seed catalogues there is the usual notice that 
no warranty is given as to productiveness of seeds or otherwise, but 
Brown alleges ignorance of the non-warranty clause in Robinson's cata- 
logues, and Robinson cannot disprove this. The seed peas are duly 


| Ropert L. HUNTER, Esq. 
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delivered. Subsequently Brown receives an invoice from Robinson on 
which the non-warranty clause is printed, and Brown does not write | 
objecting to its application. Brown plants the peas. The crop pro- 
duced consists of several varieties of peas, some early, some late, the 
bulk being of a different and inferior kind to that ordered. Brown 
declines to pay for the seed peas, and is sued by Robinson for £5. 
Brown counterclaims for £25 damages for breach of warranty express 
or implied. Will Brown succeed?”’’ Mr. G. H. Wilcox opened in 
the affirmative, and was supported by Messre. J. D. Sampson, E. C. G. 
Clarke, H. J. Southan, H. D. Price, A. Upton, and D. M. Wood; Mr. 


| 


Maurice I. Clutterbuck opened in the negative, and was supported by | 


Messrs. W. H. Bowman, D. E. Ward, P. M. Kerwood, T. H. Ekins, 
R. W. Frazier, and R. T. Richards. After the openers had replied, 
the chairman summed up and put the question to the meeting. The 
voting resulted, for affirmative 10, for negative 7. A hearty vote of 
thanks to the chairman for presiding concluded the proceedings. 


United Law Society. 


Oct. 24.—Mr. Neville Tebbutt moved ‘‘ That the case of Re 
Davies and Kent's Contract (L. R. 1910, 2 Ch. 35) was wrongly 
decided.”” Mr. F. C. A. Barrett-Lennard opposed. The motion was 
carried by four votes. 


Obituary. 
Mr. G. F. Hart. 


We greatly regret to announce the death, on the 20th inst., 
short illness, of Mr. 
Lincoln's-inn, barrister-at-law. He was the eldest son of Mr. Henry 
Neville Hart, of Harley-street, London; was educated at University 
College School, and at the University of Bonn; and was called to the 
bar in 1881. He speedily acquired a practice in the Chancery Division, 
which continually grew, and at his death he occupied the position of a 
leading junior, especially in company business, appearing in many 
important cases. His mastery of his cases and power of clear state 
ment rendered him acceptable to the judges, and his kindliness made 
him popular among his colleagues at the bar. He was full of energy 
and even in his busiest times was cheerful and unruffled. In 
the midst of his practice 
connected with his profession. Thus he was for many years an active 
member of the Inns of Court Rifle Volunteer Corps, retiring with 
the rank of sergeant, and was awarded the long service medal. Both 
in camp with the corps and also at the dinners of the Chancery Bar 
Lodge of Freemasons, of which he would in all probability have been 
master in 1912, his fine voice and dramatic powers were in universal 
request, and the calls upon him were never made in vain. His genial 
personality will be sadly missed at future meetings of the lodge. He 
was also an enthusiastic member of the Bar Musical Society, and 
attended the practices with great regularity. He joined the society in 
1887, and was hon. treasurer from 1893 to 1903, when the society was 
He married in 1897, Emily Frances, the daughter of the 


after a 
{ reorge 


dissolved. 
late Mr. Michael Abrahams, who predeceased him in 1908. 
two infant children. He was, we believe, at Lincoln’s-inn on the 
Monday preceding his death, was taken ill on the Tuesday, and died, 
we understand, of angina pectoris, on Thursday. 


Mr. Theodor Aston, K.C. 


The death is announced of Mr. Theodore Aston, K.C., 
retirement, many years ago, oceupied a leading position as a patent 
lawyer. He was a son of Mr. Thomas Aston, of Handsworth, Stafford 
shire. was educated at St. John’s College, Cambridge, and was called 
to the bar in 1853, when he joined the Northern Circuit. He became 
a Queen's Counsel in 1872, and was frequently thereafter seen in the 
Chancery Courts. 


who before his 





Legal News. 


Appointments. 

Mr. Perer Graty, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Judge of His Majesty’s Supreme Consular Court for the Dominions of 
the Sublime Ottoman Porte. 

Mr. Epware Norru Buxton has been elected Chairman of Quarter 
Sessions in succession to Mr. Andrew Johnson, resigned. Mr. CoLiine- 
woop Hope, K.C., has been elected Deputy Chairman. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolution. 


Freperick Witt1aAmM Hirt and Hersert Hackett AsPInatt, solicitors 
(Hill & Aspinall), 134, Fenchurch-street, London. Oct. 1. 
[Gazette, Oct. 25. 


Assistant | 


Frederick Hart, of 9, Stone-buildings, | 


General. 
The Divorce Commission resumed its sittings on the 25th inst. 


The five causes in Mr. Justice Darling’s list on Saturday were, says 
the J'imes, disposed of in exactly five minutes. In two of them 
counsel announced that a settlement had been arranged; in other two 
the defendants had at a late hour on Friday night consented to judg- 
ment; and the fifth was ordered to be struck out as no one appeared 
on either side Thus by 20 minutes to 11 his lordship was available 
to relieve the work in other courts. 

Sir John Macdonell is stated by the Evening Standard to have said 
in an address which he delivered at the University College that, 
‘*though the weather cannot be always safely predicted, statisticians 
can always tell what will be the number of indictable offences com- 
mitted in any given period. There is always one marked class of 
crime in winter and another in the summer, and suicide always takes 
its regular curve, culminating at midsummer.” 

A correspondent of the Yxpress says: Barristers very properly cease 
to practise their profession on accepting Cabinet rank. Thus Mr. 
Asquith and Mr. Haldane. Directors of companies give up their 
directorships. Thus Mr. Herbert (now Lord) Gladstone. Why should 
not the same rule apply to solicitors? According to the Law List for 
1910, Mr. Lloyd George is a partner in the firm of Messrs. Lloyd 
George, Roberts, and Co., practising solicitors. 

The Cambridge University Press send us a copy of “‘ The Cambridge 
Pocket Diary, 1910-11," which has just been published. It is an 
extremely neat and handy little diary, and will be useful to all who are 
interested in the work of the University of Cambridge. It is pub- 
lished in two forms: (1) in roan limp with rounded corners and gilt 
edges, price ls. net; (2) with a pocket attached to the back containing 
a pencil and a pocket in the cover for stamps, &c., price 2s. net. 

A story credited to the late Justice Brewer has it, says the American 
Case and Comment, that while he was judge in a minor court, he was 
presiding at the trial of a wife’s suit for separation and alimony. 


| The defendant acknowledged that he hadn’t spoken to his wife in five 


he was always ready to help in any institution | 


He lea ves | 


years, and Judge Brewer took a hand from the bench in examining 
the witness. ‘ What explanation have you,”’ he said severely to the 
defendant, ‘‘ for not speaking to your wife in five years?” ‘* Your 
Honour,’’ re splied the husband, “ I didn’t like to interrupt the lady.” 


Addressing the members of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Associa- 
tion, says the Evening Standard, Sir Samuel Evans, President of the 
Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, recalled the fact that the 
first time he appeared in the Divorce Court was at Westminster, when 
his illustrious predecessor, Sir James Hannen, was President. On 
that occasion he acted as interpreter. They would understand in what 
language. He was then a young articled clerk, and as the solicitor 
could not find an interpreter in a Welsh case he offered his services, 
and as he received a good fee for three-quarters of an hour’s work he 
was very well satisfied. 


The composure of prisoners under trying circumstances has, says the 
Westminster Gazette, often excited comment. The palm in this respect 
must be accorded to Alexander Cunningham, who was convicted of 
wife murder at a court held in Ayr during the spring of 1854. After 
the death sentence had been pronounced, the presiding . observed 
that the prisoner addressed some remarks to his counsel. Phe expres- 


| sion on the latter’s countenance was one in which surprise and amuse- 


ment seemed to be blended. When the court adjourned, his lordship 
asked if he might be acquainted with the purport of the statement, 


|} and learned to his great surprise that it was summed up in the short 


| enormous opportunities of enriching themselves. 





query, ‘“‘ If they hang me, what will they do wi’ my claes? 


On the 21st inst. Francis Ernest Swann, solicitor, formerly of the 
firm of Swann & Bradley, was sentenced to five years’ penal servitude 
for misappropriation of trust funds. Mr. Justice Scrutton, in passing 
says the 7'imes, remarked that enormous trust was placed in 

They were trusted with large sums of money, and they had 
It was to the credit 
of a very honourable profession that the great majority withstood the 
temptation to which they were exposed, and did their duty to their 
clients. But it was because they had such opportunities that if any 
of them erred the court must pass a heavy sentence. He was willing to 
believe that the prisoner’s evil genius was Bradley, and he would take 
into account that he was probably led away by him. 

The American correspondents who reported the Crippen trial were, 
says the correspondent of the Morning Post, evidently impressed by 
the absence of all rhetorical hysterics on the part of counsel on both 
sides, which is in such marked contrast to the arguments of counsel 
to the jury in American murder trials, and the impartiality of the 
Lord Chief Justice in eliciting testimony from the witnesses that might 
be of assistance to the prisoner. In America the judges seldom interro 
gate the witnesses, and are content to allow the defendant’s counsel to 
conduct the case in his own way. Commenting on the verdict, the 
New York 7'ribune remarks that the celerity with which the case was 
disposed of cannot fail to be contrasted with the course such a trial 
would have run there. ‘‘ In England,”’ says the Tribune, “‘ criminal 
procedure is admirably direct, the simple purpose being to get at the 
facts. and not to allow the main issue to be confused with tech- 
’ while ‘‘ our criminal cases are conducted more with a view 


sentence, 
solic itor s. 


nicalities,’ 


to encouraging sophistication and sharp practices than to striking the 
just balance between guilt and innocence. 
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On the 21st inst., before Mr. Justice Parker, the second witness 
action in the day’s list, which related to a patent, was called, and, 
says the 7'imes, no one appeared for any of the parties. Mr. Justice 
Parker said that he wished to make an emphatic protest against the 
practice of allowing cases which had in fact been settled to remain 
in the list, giving no intimation of the fact that they had ceased to 
be effective. The action now in question had, his lordship found, been 
settled a week ago; but no solicitor or other person interested in it 
had had the courtesy to inform the judge or his clerk of the settlement. 
Such negligence was a breach of the respect due. to the court and 
unfair to parties in the cases following in fhe list; while it led to a 
waste of public time when the action was one which, like that now in 
question, might from its subject matter be expected to last a con- 
siderable time and the list was arranged accordingly. 

The report of the Committee of the Poor Man’s Lawyer for Man- 
chester and Salford for the year 1909-10 says that the total number 
of applicants advised was 2,830, as against 2,999 last year. This is an 
average of 59 per evening, as against over 60 last year. A satisfactory 
feature, however, is that new matters this year number 2,235, as against 
2,189, and of these there were 1,825 finally disposed of at the first call, 
as against 1,599. One thousand three hundred and forty-six were 
advised how to proceed, as against 1,037, and there were only 424 who 
were advised not to proceed or had no cause of complaint to justify 
proceedings, as against 653. There were twenty applicants who returned 
to inform us that they had obtained satisfaction. The number of letters 
written for applicants this year was 266, as against 360. There has 
been a great increase in matters between husband and wife, there being 
335 cases, as against 260. The Workmen’s Compensation matters have 
numbered 331, as against 372. Matters between landlord and tenant 
have increased to 159, as against 103. 

Mr. Justice Avory, says the Westminster Gazette, told an excellent 
story at a house-dinner of the Municipal and County Club, at which 
he was the guest of the evening. Many years ago (said his lordship) 
he went to Kent, he believed to Maidstone, to defend a number of men 
who had gone on strike from some large engineering works, and who 
had unfortunately fallen foul of the law. He was successful, and they 
all got off. Three days later he was invited to stand as Radical can- 
didate for the division. While he was still considering this invitation, 
he was called upon to prosecute a number of Socialists and extreme 
Radicals who had broken into the vestry hall during a vestry meeting 
and claimed the right to express their views, which led to a riot. He 
did not like to use the word ‘‘successful’’ about this or any other 
prosecution, but all the accused were convicted. Within a few days he 
received an invitation to stand as Conservative candidate for the 
division. He considered both invitations carefully, and his final decision 
was to have nothing more to do with politics. 


decision seems wrong. We find no recent reported decision in England 
exactly like Nash v. Fischer, but there is enough authority to show 
that, while parties may bind themselves to accept a foreign jurisdiction 
and exclude others, a contract of that kind will not be presumed where 
it is not expressed in apt words : see Emmanuel v. Symon (1908, 1 K. B. 
302, C. A.) 

A correspondent of the 7'imes refers to a question which we discussed 
some time ago. He says: I shall be obliged if you will allow me to 
give a word of warning to secretaries and registrars of companies who 
have not as yet realised the increased responsibility placed upon them 
by the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, as regards transfers executed for 
a nominal consideration. Under the above Act a transfer of any 
stock, share, or marketable security inter vivos by way of gift is liable 
to ad valorem stamp d_ty. This introduces a new element of risk to 
the secretary or registrar who is in the habit of passing transfers made 
for a nominal consideration (stamped 10s.) with or without a certificate 
by interested parties as to the correctness of the duty paid, and not 
bearing the Inland Revenue adjudication stamp. It is evident_that it is 
not the business of segistering officers of companies to inspect documents 
and form opinions of their own as to the correctness or otherwise of the 
consideration stated on deeds, and, as they are liable to a penalty of 
£10 for every transfer they pass that is not duly stamped, it behoves 
them to protect themselves in the manner provided by section 12 of the 
Stamp Act, 1891. The responsibility for deciding as to whether a deed 
is duly stamped belongs to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, and 
can under that section be transferred to them by requiring that all 
transfers for a nominal consideration shall bear the Inland Revenue 
adjudication stamp before being accepted by companies for registration. 
This view is taken by one of the principal firms of solicitors in the 
City of London, who have advised all the companies they represent to 
require the adjudication stamp to be affixed to every transfer for a 
nominal consideration presented to them, That is the course I am per- 
sonally pursuing, and which I recommend to the consideration of fellow 
registering officers. 





Royat Navan Cotiecr, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon, 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-atreet, Brook- 
street, London, W.—{Apvr.] 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 





‘*Supreme Court Justice Goff,’ says the Brooklyn Eagle, quoted in 
the American Cese and Comment, ‘is a stickler for the dignity of 
the court, and the male lawyer who infringes on the court’s conception | 
of that dignity is a very unlucky lawyer indeed. But when the justice | 
ordered a woman lawyer to take off her hat in the court room he went 
further than he has ever gone in the line of exact prescription of | 
costume and manners for those who practise before him. He asked of | 
the lady lawyer, ‘ Are you any different from any other attorney? ’ then 
‘Why don’t you remove your hat?’ Whether, in the face of custom built | 


upon such authority, and practically universal, a judge has a right to | 
demand the removal of a woman lawyer’s hat in court is a serious | 
question. He has a right to make all reasonable regulations. But he 
would probably have no right to insist that every man appearing before | 
him should wear a crimson necktie. Unfortunately, the woman lawyer 
at whom the Goff pronunciamento was aimed obeyed at once, and no 
test case will be made. Her hair was in perfect order, and she chose 
not to raise the issue. Perhaps in the near future it will come up and 
be decided. Woman at the American Bar has not fully established her 
status yet.” ’ 

The Limerick Corporation v. Crompton & Co. (1909, 2 I. R. 120), 
which has not, as far as we know, says the Law Quarterly Review, | 
been noticed in England, deserves a moment’s attention. The plaintiffs 
bring an action in the Irish King’s Bench Division for the alleged 
breach of a contract which contains a provision that it shall ‘in all | 
respects be construed and operate as an English contract, and in con 
formity with English law.’’ The objection is taken by the defendants 
that this clause absolutely excludes the jurisdiction of the Irish courts, 
and the Irish King’s Bench Division has upheld the objection. Let it | 
be noted that the contract was made in Ireland, was to be performed | 
in Ireland, and was broken, if at all, in Ireland. Surely in these 
circumstances one may feel extreme doubt whether the clause relied | 
upon excluded the jurisdiction of the Irish court. It is one thing to | 
agree that a contract made in Ireland shall be construed in accordance 
with the law of England, and quite another thing to agree that the 
jurisdiction of the Irish courts shall be entirely excluded. However | 
this may be, the judgment of the Irish King’s Bench Division is not | 
supported by the case of Nash v. Fischer (apparently unreported), on | 
which reliance was placed. This case was decided on an agreement 
which contained the clause that ‘‘ the judicial question shall be sub 
mitted to the forum of Milan.’’ Now these words, whatever else they 
may mean, do express the intention to exclude the jurisdiction of any 
but Milanese courts. An intention to exclude the jurisdiction of the 
Irish courts is the very thing which is not made clearl apparent in 
the contract made between the Limerick Corporation and Crompton & 
Co. Therefore, with great respect for the Irish Divisional Court, its 








Rota or Reoistaans 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Euencenoy Aprrat Court Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 








Date. Rota. No, 2, Jovor. Swineew Bape 
Monday, Oct. 31 Mr Theed Mr Bloxam Mr Synge Mr Farmer 
Tuesday, Nov. 1 Church Theed Goldschmidt Bloxam 
Wednes ay ...... 2 Synge Church Greswell Theed 
Thursday 3 Goldschmidt Synge Beal Church 
Friday .... 4 Greswell Goldschmidt Borrer Synge 
Saturday 5 Beal Greswell Leach Goldschmidt 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. W anninoror. Nevitie. Panken. Eve, 
Morday Oct. 31 Mr Beal Mr Church Mr Greswell Mr Leach 
Tuesday, Nov. 1 Borrer ° Synge Beal Farmer 
Wednesday...... 2 Leach Goldschmidt Borrer Bloxam 
Thursday......... 3 Farmer * Greswell Leach Theed 
Friday « = Bloxam Beal Farmer + Church 
Saturday .... ~. 5 Theea Borrer Bloxzam Synge 





The Autumn Assizes. 
‘Crown Office, 18th October. 
Days and places appointed for holding the Autumn Assizes, 1910 :— 
NortH-Eastern Crrcuit. 
Mr. Justice Lawrance, Mr. Justice Hamilton. 
Wednesday, November 2, at Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
Tuesday, November 8, at Durham. 
Tuesday, November 15, at York. 
Monday, November 21, at Leeds. (Civil and criminal.) 
South Wates Crrcuir. 
Mr. Justice Coleridge, Mr. Justice Horridge. 
Saturday, October 29, at Carmarthen. 
Wednesday, November 2, at Brecon. 
Saturday, November 5, at Swansea. (Civil and criminal.) 


Winding-up Notices. 


London Gazette,—Fatpar, Oct. 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitsp 1m Omancrrr. 

AvusTratasta, Lrp— Creditors are required, on or before Nev 15, to send their names 
and addresees, and the particulais cf theirdebts or claims,to Williem Arthur fmiuh, 
605, Salisbury house, Linden wall, Bristcows & Co, Coptlall bidgs, tolcis w the 
liquidator 

Baten Cowso.ipatap Corrzr asv Gop Misine Co, Lip— Creditors ase 1m qwied, 
on or before Dec, 9, to rend their remes ard ecdrerses, and perticulars of their 
de bts or claims, to George Harner Jot uson, 62, New Broad at, liquidatcr 
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Bua.sorow Canniace Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of thelr debts or claims. to P, E. T. 
Thomas, 104, High Holborn, liquidator 

Exvesvstor, Lrp (1s Liqgutpation)—Oreditors are required, on or before Dec 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Herbert Nelson, 7, King st, Cheapside, liquidator 

L, C. Stuvens, Lap—Petn for winding up, mted Oct 13, directed to be heard at 
the Town Hall, Eastbourne, Nov 3, at 12. Peskett, 8, Marlborough pl, Brighton, 
solor for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o'clock in the afternoor of Nov 2 

Provixcrat Co-orzrattve Dave Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 22, 
wo send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
J. B. Reever, 23, Queen Victoria st, liquidator 

Suonraipes, Lawtow & Co, Lap (1m Lagurpation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Nov 11, to send their names, addresees, and the particulars of their debts 
or claima, to Frederick Bernard Harper, 10, Trinity sq, liquidator 

Sipway Attwin, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Oct 15, directed to be heard 
Nov 1. Davis, Colmore row, Birmingham, and Lincoln's inn fields, solor for the 

tners, 

n the afternoon of Oct 31 


London Gazette,—Turspar, Oct. 25, 
JOINT BTOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrtep 1s Caancsry. 


Bomnay awp Lowpow Tonacco Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 11, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Thomas George Rawlins, 45, King William st, liquidator 

Gwawoa (Ruopesta) Consourpatep Devetorine Co, Lap (tw Liqgutpation)—Creditord 
are required, on or before Nov 30, to send their names and addresses, and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Farrall Masterton, Salisbury House, 
London wall, Burn & Berridge, Old Broad st, solors for the liquidator 

Hove Buaientow Sxative Ruex Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 8, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
R. R. Daly and Robert J. Ward, 5, Fenwice at, Liverpool, liquidators 

Narat Coutreaies Sywprcats (1s Votuntary Liqvipation)—Creditors are nired, 
on or before Nov 10, to send their names and addresses, and the perticulars of their 
debs or claims, to Geo. Thomson, 65, London wall, liquidator 

Rowese Puawrers Or awp Investment Tarver, Lrp (1x Ligurpatiox)—Credilors 
are required, on or before Nov 14, to send their names and addresses, and the 

particulars of their debts or claims, to Wm, C. Sneath, 3, Frederick's pl, liquidator 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Fartpay, Oct, 21. 


Cooune Woon & Co, Lrp. 

Pacirio Exrtoratiows, Lrp. 

Buseaatas Sova Miix Co, Lrv. 

Atpurper Gas Vo, Lev. 

Jous Srexsx & Co, Lev. 

Pewwatones Proraretany Mryas, Lp (Reconstruction). 
Ryps Sreampoat Co, Leo. 

Surra’s Piextece Hon, Lrv. 

C. MeGar & Uo, Lrp. 

Pro vinctat Co-orsraative Davo Co, Lrp. 





Notice of appesring must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 


| 





Sarr “ Pax” Co, Leap. 

Mowpeart Resser Sywpicare, Lro. 

Accra Boatixe Co, Lap. 

Sexovpr Lientersee anv Hore: Co, Lrp. 
Cars Coaer Castie Boatine Co, Leo. 
Gaice & Co, Lrp, 

Care Ostatce Faarnes Sywprcate, Ln. 
Buatrnotron Casrtuer Co, Lrv, 
Weerminster Toou ayp Exvecreaic Co, Lrp, 
Tm Broom Tra Co, Lrp, 

L. & J. Sywpicars, Lev. 

F. 8. A, Srwprcats, Lrp, 


London casette.—Torapay, Oct. 25. 


Narat Coutrertes Sywprcats, Lp, 

Worrutne Iepvstrarat Co-operative Soctrery, Lrp. 
Macurys Lapetutxe Co, Lev. 

Ropeer Prawrers Ort axp Investment Tevet, Lop. 

* Manet” Scazrw Tve Co, Lro, 

J. J. Rrowanps & Co, Lev. 

Maerero Co, Len. 

Gwaywpa (Raopesta) Comsotrpatsp Davetorixe Co, Lrp, 
Pewptesvey Association Foorsatt axp Arauetic Cius, Lrp. 
Puvceier Barcx awp Tire Co, Lrp. 

Avpeer Dock (Rrveesrpe) Coty Srorace Co, Lrp. 
Sovuraer#® Buitpixe Co, Lrp, 

Wepressvry Worxtxe Mer’s Civs, Lrp, 

Foxetanns Stzampoat Co, Lp. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Oct. an Kemaiey, at the Mart: Freehold Farms (see advertisement, back 
page, Oct. 

Nov. 2.—Messrs, Danret Smita, Son & Oaxrey, at the Mart, at 2: Residences (see 
advertisement, back , Oct, 15). 

Nov. 2.—Meesrs, Dovetas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Ground-rents 
(see advertisement, back , Oct. 22). 

Nov. 3.—Mesers. H. EB. ome & Crawriecp, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions and Life 
Policies (see advertisement, page xv, this week). 

Nov, 8.—Mesers. Desennam, Tewson, Ricnarpsow & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Free- 
hold Residence (see advertisement, page xiii, this week). 

Nov. 8.—Messrs. Epwiw Fox, Bovsriztp, Buawetrs & Bapprter, at the Mart, at 
2: Business Premises (see advertisement, back page, Oct. 15). 

Nov. 10. ~ Messrs. Taesippzr & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Shops (see advertise- 
ment, back ©, Oct. 15). 

Nov. 11,—Messrs. Kronur, Frawx, & Rutiry, at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Invest- 
ments (see advertisement, page 22, this week), 

Nov. 16 —Mesers, Epwix Fox, Bovsriecp, Burwerts, & Bappgrey, at the Mart, at 2: 
Business Premises and Ground Rent (eee advertisement, page xv, this week), 

Nov. 17.—Mensrs. Beprorn & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold and Leasehold 
Investments (see advertisement, xv, this week). 

Dec. 6.—Messra: Hamrrow & Sons, at the Mart: Residential Fiat Property (see 
a ivertisement, page xv, this week). 











Patrons - 


WILLIAM BAKER, 


18 to 26, 


NATIONAL INCORPORATED ASSOCIATION. 


( His MaJesty THe KIna. 

Her MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 

HER MAJESTY QUEEN ALEXANDRA, 
President—Tuk DUKE OF SOMERSET. 


No Destitute Child ever refused admission. 


9,000 Children always in Residence. 


72,590 Children rescued in 44 years. 
22,612 Boys and Girls Emigrated. 


FORM OF BEQUEST. 


I give unto Dk. BARNARDO’S HOMES: NATIONAL INCORPORATED ASSOCTA- 
re Registered Office of which is 18 to 26 Stepncy Causeway, London, E., the 
SU OF ccccccccvcccsccccccscceccece 
to be paid within siz calendar months after m 
receipt of the Treasurer or Director jor the time being of the said Association shall 
be a sufficient discharge for the Legacy, which is to be applied to the general 
purposes of the said Association. : 


Legacy Cheques should be made payable to the Honorary Treasurer: 


Sdcutopenioast balbaurat nell o-.s++.. pounds sterling, free of Duty, 
decease. And I direct that the 


HOWARD WILLIAMS, Esq., 


and crossed **Lendon & South-Western Bank, Barnardo’s Homes.”’ 


Honorary Director: 

Esq., M.A., 
Head Oftices of the Association: 
STEPNEY CAUSEWAY, LONDON, BE. 


LL.B. 
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18, LINCOLN’S 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
INN FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1844. 





Funds exceed £4,716,000. 





Chairman—JOHN CROFT DEVERELL, Esq. 
HAROLD AGNEW, Esq. 
C. E. BROUGHTON, s 
EDMUND CHURCH, Esq. 
PHILIP G. COLLINS, Esq. 


Sir KENELM E. DIGBY, G.C.B., K.C. 
CHARLES BAKER DIMOND, Esq. 


Sir HOWARD W. ELPHINSTONE, Bart. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE GRANTHAM. 
RICHARD L. HARRISON, Esq. 
L. W. NORTH HICKLEY, Esq. 





DIRECTORS. 
Deputy-Chairman—RICHARD STEPHENS TAYLOR, Esq. 


ARCHIBALD HENRY JAMES, Esq. 
The Rt. Hon. LORD MACNAGRTEN, G.C.M.G. 
WILLIAM MAPLES, Esq. 


EDWARD MUBERLY, Esq. 
The Hon. Mr. JUSTICE PHILLIMORE. 
GEORGE THOMPSON POWELL, Esq. 


MARK LEMON ROMER, Esq., K.¢ 
CHARLES RUSSELL. 
TREVANION, 


The Hon. 


H. P. BOWLING Esq. 





The Bonuses ranged from £4 1s. 


THIRTEENTH QUINQUENNIAL INVESTIGATION. 


Divisible Surplus, 
*/, per annum to £1 §s. °/, per annum, according to the class and duration of 
the policy, and the age of the Assured. 


£501,438. 





teversions 


All Classes of Life Assurance granted. 





and Life 
entertained on favourable terms. 


For full Prospectus of the Society, apply to W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary. 


Interests Purchased. Loans on Approved Securities 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Oct 14. 

BEDFORD, ANNIE, Plumstead, Kent Novi15 Squires, Cambridge 

BoOMFORD, ELIZABETH, Evesham, Worcester Novis Smith & Smith, Evesham 

BOSANQUET, BERNARD TINDAL, Lombard st Nov19 Jenkins & Co, Poultry 

CHARLES, ADA, Birmingham, Tobacconist Nov12 Botteley & Sharp, Birmingham 

CHATFIELD, ALFREv JOHN, CB, Cornwall gdns Nov 22 Colliseon & Co, Bedford row 

CHENERY, GEORGE, The Lambdens, nr Reading Nov 21 Rose & Co, Suffolk st, 
Pall Mall 

Davirs, Davin, Cheadle, Stafford Nov2l] Blagg & Co, Cheadle 

Ex..iott, Cuazizs Euery, Borough High st, Southwark, Hop Merchant Nov 21 Simpson 
& Bowen, New Broad st 

Garpener, Wittiam Humpsary, Lilendudno Nov 22 Howell & Co, Welshpool 

Grirritas, Many, Vowchurch, Hereford Nov 30 Wallis, Hereford 

Hatt, Hewry, Stillington, York Dec 1 Crombie & Sons, York 

Hatt, Mary Avy, Stillington, York Dec 1 Crombie & Sons, York 

HARTMANN, HENRY WILLIAM, Cardiff Nov 25 Moxon & Lean, Cardiff 

a THOMAS, Manchester, Commercial Clerk Nov 26 Cobbett & Co, Man- 
che-ter 

KERSHAW, HENRY, Higher Crumpsall, Manchester, Land Agent Nov19 Grundy &Co, 
Manchester 

LackY, GEORGE, Hereford, Draper [ec1 Wallis, Hereford 

Lk BLANC, HENRY, Northaw, Hertford Nov 30 Brooks & Co, Godliman st 

LE PRLLEY, Col ERNEST, Les Buttes, §t Peter Wood, Guernsey Novl2 Paice & Cross, 
Clements inn 

LISTER, JOSEPH, Monk Bretton, nr Barnsley, York, Painter Nov 22 Newman & Bond, 
Barnsley 





MCARTHUR, JAMES, Stockton on Tees, Wholesale Confectioner Nov 24 Downey, 
Stockton on Tees . 

MCLAREN, ALEXANDER, Edinburgh Novi16 Parkinson & Co, Manchester 

—, CHARLES HENRY, Edgbaston, Birmingham Oct 31 Duggan & Elton, Birming- 

am 

MAREHAM, GERVASE, Malton, York Nov 30 

NOBLE, MARK, St Ives, Huntingdon, Cattle Dealer Nov lu Taylor, Cambridge 

PARKER, JOSEPH, Ellesmere Port, Chester Oct 31 Pediey & Co, Ellesmere Fort 

PERCY, ELIZABETH, Snainton, York Novl) Whitehead & Son, Pickering 

PICK, ALPBONSO, Purton, near Berkeley, Glos, Farmer Nov 15 Vaughan, Berkeley 

SO .Vaseenees, Horwich, Lancaster, Farmer Nov 16 Ciompton & Crompton, 

oOlLOD 

PRITCHARD, FREDERICK, Chester ter, Regent's Park Nov?22 Pearce & Sons, West | 
Smithfield | 

PROCTER, ELLEN, Morecambe Oct 27 Fawcett & Unsworth, Morecambe 

RaMsDEN, ELLEX, Egremont, Chester Nov15 Jones & Sephton, Liverpool 

ROBERTS, JANE MATILDA, Pirbright rd, Wandsworth Nov 22 James & James, Ely pl, 
Holborn circus 

ROBINSON, JOSEPH, Threapwood, Chester Novi6 Williams, Whitchurch 

SCARLETT, Rev JAMES WILLIAMS, Rossington, nr Doncaster Nov 11 Ford & Warren, 


Burch & Co, Spring gdns 


8 
Ecorson, Jauzs, Lowton, Lancaster, Yeomen Nov 16 Jeuns & Son, Warrington 


Suita, Hanoip Brooke, Adelaide rd, Hampstead Nouv 12 Mastin & Nicholson, 


st 
Starizs-Browne, Syivia Mavp, Bampton, Oxford Nov 10 Hindle & Co, Darwen 
Stiative, Dozoruza, Sloan ct Nov 20 Jackson, Farnbam, Surrey 


| SHOKTING, ELIZABETH KARRIOT, Ross, Hereford Nov 1 


Torson, Aongs, Sefton Park, Liverpool Nov19 Gatey & Son, Ambleside 

Trorrer, Hernert Epwarp, Morton Vicarage, nr Gainsborough, Lincoln Nov 21 
Gamble, Gainsborough 

Wituams, aviv, Fleur de Lis, nr Pengam, Mon, Painter and Decorator Nov 12 
Thomas, Cardiff 


Wormap, Percy, Eaton pl Nov12 Rider & Co, New sq 


London Gazgette.— TUESDAY, Oct 18. 


ADAMS, WILLIAM, Birmingham, Chemist Nov 19 Stoddard, Birmingham 

ANTWIS, SARAH CRAVEN, Deganwy, Carnarvon Nov 21 Bartley & Co, Liverpool 

BATTERSBY, ROBERT GELDAKT, Little Urswick, Lancaster, Yeoman Nov7 Martin & 
Atkinson, Ulverston 

BLACKBURN, JOHN ‘!HOMAS, Gorst rd, Wandsworth Nov 19 J A & H E Farnfield, 
Lower Thames st 

BOND, ELLEN, lvydale rd, Nunhead Decl Reader & Co, Coleman st 

CASTELL, JOHN EDWARD, Surbiton, Surrey, Company Director Nov 30 
Co, Ludgate hil e 

DAWS, CHARLES WATERHOUSE, Norwich, Jeweller Nov 12 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

DILLON, MATILDA CAROLINA, Chaifont rd, South Norwood Nov 30 DNelson & Co, 
Cannon st 

FRENCH, EpITH MARY, Winslow, Bucks Decl Willis, Winslow, Bucks 

GORDON, HENRY EVANS, Bun ct, Cornhill, Stockbroker Nov15 Ramsden & Co, Grace- 
church st 

HARRISSON, Lieut-Col HENKY ALBERT, Hanover ter, Regent's Park Nov 8 Calthrop & 
Harvey, Spalding “ 

HAWKES, JAMES, Leicester Jan 14 Pillson, Leicester 

HENDERSON, ELIZABETH, Seckerst, N Lambeth Nov 19 Travers, Budge row 

HODSON, SARAH, Bournemouth Nov8 ‘aylor, Burton on Trent 

HObROCKS, ALEXANDER MACINTOSH, Surbiton, Surrey Dec 1 
Surrey st 

JOLLY, GrorGE RICHARD, Brockford, Suffolk, Blacksmith Nov 15 Lawton & Co, Eye 

KIELY, CHARLES VINCENT JOSEPH, Hyde Park pl Nov 20 Russell & Co, Nortoik st, 
Strand 

LAWRENCE, WILLIAM EDWAKD, Bristol, Solicitor Nov 19 Lawrence & Harvey, Bristol 

LINDON, HUGHES JuHN, Walcote, Leicester Nov 16 Reddish, Rugby 

MCLECD, GEORGE } DMONSTONE, Ryde, lof W Nov15 ‘thorold & Co, Regent st 

MAKGETTS, EMILY SOPHIA, Hounsiow Nov 15 Kobinson, Hounslow 

MATYEAR, EpwakD, Crabtree Farm, Fulham, Market Gardener Nov 30 
Laurence Pountney bill 

MILLEN, WILLIAM, Ospringe, Kent Nov 15 Tassell & Son, Faversham 

PARKIN, SARAH JANE, Penrith Novis Cant & Fairer, Penrith 

PEACOCK, ARTHUR LUMLEY, Norwich Novi2 Stevens & Co, Norwich 

POLLARD, CLARA ANNE, York pl, Kakerst Nov 2l Smith, Bedford row 

PREECK, MARY, Brimfield, Hereford Novi2 Gosling, Leominster 

REED, WILLIAM, Sheffield, Potato Merchant Nov7 Stamp & Co, Hull 

RUDD, WILLIAM, Scarborough Nov 22 W & W 8 Drawbridge, Scarborough 

SHAW, CAROLINE, Ecclesfield, Ycrks Novis Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Hayward & Son, Needham 


Montgomery & 


Nicholson & Crouch, 


Flegg & Eon 


Market, Suffolk 
SMITH, WILLIAM, Accrington, Greengrocer Nov 26 Whitaker, Accrington 
SOUTER, ROBERT, Stillington, York, Grocer Dee 5 Turner, York 
SPURGEON, JANE, Worcester Nov 21 Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham 
>TOCK, CALEB, Midsomer Norton, Somerset, Butcher Nouvib Nalder, Shepton Mallet 
THREADKELL, PRISCILLA, Great Bromiey, Essex Nov 1 Hayward & Son, Needham 

Market, Suffolk 
TWIGGE. ANN, Scarborough Nov 22 W& WS Drawbridge, Scarborough 
Topp, ELLEN NOBLE, Leeds Deel J B&J A Brooke, Leeds 
WALPOLE, HORACE HENRY MAXIMILIAN, Hove, Sussex Nov 25 Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 
WaNE, HENRY Paignton, Devon Novo Watkins & Pulleyn, Southsq, Gray's inn 
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London Gazette.—Faiway, Oct 21. 
Hyland & Co, Cannon st 
Baker Nov 30 


ALLIOTT. ALYXANDER JOHN, Sevenoaks, MD Nov 30 
ANTROBUS, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Hulme, Manchester, 
cheater 


BARDSLEY, Epwin, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchest«r, Publica» 


Manchester 
BAXTER, Rev 
Arundel st, Strand 


BiGLeY, MARY ELLEN, Fairfield, Liverpool Nov 20 


BUCKLEY, JaMES LAUNCELOT, Greenfield, York Nov 30 
chester 
CHAWNER, EMILY Lucy, Clifton, Glos Deel 


CLANCY, JAMKS, Birkenhead, Beerhouse Keeper Oct 31 
DAVIES, RICHARD WILLIAM, Lianelly, 
Lianelly 
DAVIS, WILLIAM SAMPSON, 
& Co, Cockermouth 
DEAKIN, CHARLES 
& Son, Sheffield 4 
DICKENS, EDMUND HENRY, Manor way, Blackheath 
EDLEsTON, ELIZABETH, Daviaville rd, Shepherds Bush 
Budge row 
ETHERTON, HENRY, Hammersmith Dec 24 
EVANS, Jonn, Caerphiily,Glam Nov 24 
GINKVIR, WILLIAM, Skellingthorpe. Lincoln 
HALL, WILLIAM, Highbury quadrant Nov 30 
Ham, WILLIAM, Yelverton, Devon Nov 14 
HAYWARD, JBs81k CATHERINE, Purton, nr Swindon 
HiGGIns, LKONARD RUSSELL, Eton av, Hampstead 
Throgmorton st 
HINCHLIF?, WALTER FRANK, 
row 
HIstep, EDWARD, Brighton Nov 30 
HloLt, EDWARD, New “road st Dee 31 
Hvoues, JANKE ELLEN. Liangolien, Denbigh 
JOUNBON, MARY, Stretford, nr Mancheater 
LAMING, ¢ 
& Co, Nicholas ln 
Leecn, Jostan Georer, Dudley Nov 15 
LOADER, ISAAC. S'albridee, Dorset, Farmer 
LUMLEY, DornoTtny, Gateshead Nov26 HA& 


Dec 1 


Chiswick Nov 21 


Dec 1 
Nov vz 


Nov 23 


McMILLAN, JAMES, Yeovil Nov 7 Watts & Co, Yeovil 
MATTHEWS, ELIZABETH, Anerley Nov 12 Dommet & Son, Gresham st 
MERCHANT, SARAH, Beth Nov 25 Stone & Co, Bath 


MOLINA, ANTONIO MARIA, Herrick rd. Harringay Dee 5 
PAGRK, RICHARD. Knutstor), Chester. 8 Jicitor Nov 26 
RADCLIFFE, WILLIAM, St John st, Clerkenwell Dec 31 
RaTCLirrk, Peter, Leigh, Lancaster, Licensed V ctualler 
RILEY, PETER, Southport Nov 17 
RODWELL, MARTIN KEDINGTON, Westwood, Keni Oct 31 


Strand 
SaYwoop, Harry, Ol4 Chariton, Kent Nov 21 
SCHOFIELD, Herpert Percy, Bradford Nov 30 Brooke, Bradford 


SEWELL, WILLIAM DPaRLey, Pluckley, Kent, 
Cockburn & (Co, Hove 
SHARLAND, ELLEN, Hastings Dee 5 
SMITH, FANNY, Southampton Dee 2 


SQUIRE, BAMUEL, Rotherham, York Nov 21 


TARZEWELL, JAMES, Sturminster Newton, Dorset, Surgeon 


Gillingham 
THACKER, SAMUEL GEORGE, Sutton, Surrey, Surveyvt 
THOMAS, JOHN, Tonypandy, Gleam, Draper Nov 14 


THOMAS, Lucy ELEANOR CONSTANCE, Queen’s gdns, Hyde Park Dec 1 


New ct, Lincoln's inn 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, Oct. 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asn, Samvet Groner, Portemouth, Coal Merchant 
mouth Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 15 

Baartunorr, Evrow Perer Maxwete v’Ancey, East Daley, 
Berks, Racehorse Trainer High Court Pet Sept 7 Ord 
Oct 18 

Bawtrox-Waicnt, Epwarp Wittiam, Albemarle st, Picca- 
dilly, Therapeutical Specialist High Court Pet July 
15 Ord Oct 18 

Bates, Hexvy & Co, 
High Court Pet Oct8 Ord Oct 19 

Braperock, Atragsp Hewry, Junction rd, 
General Draper High Court Pet (ct 18 

Buckie, Wittsam, Kirkstall, Leeds Grocer 
Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Bure, Ronrat Jouys, Gravesend, Baker 
Oct 19 Ond Oct19 

Carpenter, ALraep Wittiam, Staines, Banker High Court 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Canter, Wituasm Cooke, Cottenhem, Baker 

Metal 


Ports- 


Cannon st, Advertising Agents 


Holloway, 
Ord Oct 18 
Leeds Pet 


Cambs, 
Cambridge Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 19 

Cours, Epwasp Hewsy, Laurence Fountney In, 
Merchant High Court Pet Aug 22 Ord Oct 18 

Dewsis, Jonw Cuantes, Sturminster Marshall, Dorset, 
Coal Merchant Poole Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Easton, Wittsam, Leeburst rd, Hither Green, Builder 
Greenwich Pet Septis Ord Oct 18 

Eoax, James, York, Cycle Agent York Pet Oct 17 Ord 
Oct 17 


Evans, Cuaries, Brislington, Somerset, Commercial Clerk | Sirn, Witt Axprosz Bowex, Bridgtown, Cannock, 


Bristol Pet Ovt 17 Ord Uct 17 

Haspeatos, Anmine Rotre, Great Yarmouth, Motor Car 
Dealer Great Yarmouth Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Hat, Samuxe Wiiitam Bipyey, Liverpool, Coal Merchant 
Liverpool Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Hamrtrox, James Witttam, Weymouth, 
Dorchester Pet Uct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Hawpoves, Antuve Eayest, and Faro Wittiam Grayt, 
St Mary's rd, Westbourne Park, Builders High Court 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Hawker, Wittiam Joux, Newton Abbot, Music Dealer 
Exeter Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Hemuuixe, Wattox, Walton, Liverpool, Comedian Liver- 
pool Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Aizsr, Groner, Skidley, York, Market Gardener Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Horiway, Wiritam Cuaniss, Gloucester, Carpenter 
Gloucester Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 


Cycle Agent 


MICHAEL PAGET, Hamilton rd, Highbury Now 30 


Burton & Dyson, Gainsborough 
Thompson & Co. Birkenhead 
Commercial Traveller 


Rev Embleton Vicarage, Cumberland Nov 24 
Norton Woodseats, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 


Nov 30 
Nov 21 


Marshal & Co, King st, Hammersmith 

Jones, Caerphilly 

burton & Dyson, Gainsborough 
Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 

Bickle & Wileu 

Nov lz 

Nov 1s 


Trehearne, Theobald rd, 


Godfree & Godfree, Brighton 

FF & H Landon, New Broad st 
Minshall & Co, Llangollen 
Pegge & Billinge, Manchester 
ONSTANOR Estuer, Barton under Needwood, Staffs 


Hooper & Fairbairn 
Freame & Co, Gillingham, Dorset 
A Swinburne, Gateshead 


Williams, Borough High st 
Page, Manchester 
Wedlake, Finsbury Park 
Nov 21 
Marsh & Co, Leigh, Lancs 


Whale & Wates, Woolwich 
Railway Station 
Sewell & Co, Buecklersbury 


Paris & Co, Southampton 
Pye-Smith & Barker, Sheffield 


Nov 30 
Spickett & Sons, Pontypridd 


Rochester Pet | 


Innes, Man 


Nov 30 A &G Fox, 


Faithfull & Davy 
Killey, Liverpool 
Hand & Gartside, Man- 


Nov 3 Kammerer, 
Strand 

Hayton 
Nov 19 Branson Newbury 
Watkins & Co. Sackvirle « 
Lendon & Carpenter 


Co, Gray's inn eq 


Staffs 
ks, Plymouth 

Hayearth, Cirencester 
Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, 


Liverpool 


ALDWORTH, JOSEPH, Wantage, Berks 
AKCHBOULD, JaMES, Blackpool 
Atwood, M&RY ANNE, Knayton, nr Thirsk, York 


Popy, Miss ANN, Instow, Devon 
BROWN, ANNIE, South Shields 
CAMPFIBLD, GEORGE FRANCIS, Muswell! hill Dec 1 Eccles & Co, Verulam bidgs 

CHAMBERLAYNE, TANKERVILLE JAMES, Chamberlaynes own, Meath Decl Witham & 


CHESTNUTT, ANNIE ELIZABETH, Howden, York Dec 1 
CHEW, JOSEPH, Longton, Staffs, Stilt Manufacturer 


CROPPER. FRANCIS HENRY, Gt Portman mans, St Marylebone 


DaWNAY, Col The Hon, Lewis PAyN, Beningbrough Hall, York Nov 15 


| THOMPSON, ELIZABETH, Gateshead Nov 2 H & A Swinburne, Gateshead 
VIVIAN, RICHARD GLYNN, Eaton sq Nov20 Van Sommer & Ce, Arundel st, Strand 
WATSON, FRANCES PENELOPE, Deal, Kent Nov3v Brown & Brown, Deal 
WATSON, ELRANOR ROBERTS, Deal, Kent Nov 30 Brown & Brown, Deal 
WILLIAMS, JOHN, Dyserth, Rhyl, Flint, JP Dee 31 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 
WILMort, Jon GEROGRE, Park in brs 
WINTER, JANE, Washington, Durham Noy 26 H & A Swinburne, GateShead 
WORDSWORTH, ELIZABETH, Tintwistie, Chester Nov 22 Davis & Co, Glossop 


Dec 20 Bartram, Old Jewry chm 


London Gazette.—Tugspay, Oct. 25. 


Oct 31 E& E B Ormond, Wantage 
Nov 30 Topping, Black pool 


Dec 1 Tylee & Co, Essex st, 


BALDWIN, Louisa, Southsea Nov18 Wood & Ro! inson, Portsmouth 
BkVAN, ERNEST THOMAS, Addlestone, Surrey, Stationer Nov 26 B & J C Pinniger, 


Dec6 Goaman, Bideford 
Nov 14 Marshal! & Co, South Shields 


North & Sons, Leeds 
Nov 14 Robinson, Longton, 
Nov 30 Wareing & Co, 


Radcliffe & Co, 


Craven st, Charing Cross 


Bedtord 


Durham 
Hopeson, HANNAH, York 


Nov 21 Worthington 
Dadley 


walk 


Dootson, Leigh Maldon, Essex 
Fenchurch st 


Hartcup & Co, Surrey st, 
SILLAR, AGNES, Blackheath, 


Master Nov 30 Lincoln 


Buckingham gate 


Nov 23 Freame & Co, mingham 


Twist, Bloomsbury pl ham 


Tucker & Co, | Devereux ct, Strand 








unt, WituiaM, Swallownest, York, Grocer Sheffield Pet 

Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Hunrixy, Astuun Witt, Rath, Advertisement Can- 
vasser Bath Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Lycu, Frepericx, Walthamstow, Baker High Court Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Jones, Ropert Evays, Blaneau Festiniog, Merioneth, 
Quarryman Portmadoc Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Lamamte & Weer (E Gay), Charterhouse st, Holborn, 
Clock Manufactures High Court Pet Sept 5 Ord 
Oct 20 

Marks, Louis Joezeu, Fenchurch sf, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet Sept 7 Ord Oct 19 

Marsnatt, Wittiam, Bramhope, York, Farmer Leeds 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Ort 18 

Panay, Ruts Grantam, Burlington gdns High Court Pet 
Sept 23 Ord Oct 19 : 

Paxstoy, Eowarp Oxeyvrorp, Tokenhouse bldgs, Finan- 
cier High Court Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Raprorp, Eaxest Bairron, Callington, Cornwall, Draper 
Plymouth Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Rees, Evax, Pentre, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet Oct 
19 Ord Oct 19 

Ricuanps, Tuomas, Pentre, Glam, Engine Driver Ponty- 
pridd Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Rozexrts, Tuomas, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Grocer Bangor 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Roots, Exxxst, Little Wakering, Essex, Brick Manufac- 
turer Chelmsford Pet Sept9 Ord Oct 17 

Rorueray, Demas, Bradford, Music Teacher Bradford 
Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Suauice, Faep Rromaip, Aylesbury, Printer’s Foreman 
Aylesbury Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct18 

Simmons-Lyyy, Waiter Victor, South Bhields, Editor 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct5 Ord Oct 19 


Staffs, Grocer Walsall Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 
Werpox, Witt Groncr, Heath st, Stepney High 
Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Oct 17 
Wrst, E P, Charterhouse st, Holborn circus, Clock Manu- 
facturer High Court Fet eg Ord Oct 20 
Yeatuax, Jouw Fraxcis Pym, ° 
High Court Pet July 25 Ord Oct} 
Youne, Wittram, Anfield, Liverpool, Bookkeeper Liver- 
pool Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aan, Samvuet Groner, Southsea, Hants, Coal Merchant 
Nov 2at3 The George Hotel, High st, Portemouth 
Ba.tagp, Cuarues, Brighton, Butcher Oct 31 atl2 Off 
Ree, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
Baatuaorr,E.tow Perer Maxwewt D’Aastey,lsley,Berks, 
Racehor i 


Carey st 


DENNIS, GEORGE BARNARD, Leicester 
GRUBB, RICHARD THEODORE, Harlow, Essex, Surgeon 
HAMPSON, REBECCA, Uphoiland, Lancaster Nov 20 Graham & Unsworth, Wigan 

HAKPER, THOMAS, and ELIZABETH HARPER, Kepler Farm, nar Durham Nov 19 Mawson, 


Dec 17 
JOHNSON, Lewis, Hoole, Chester Dee 11 
Lee, GEORGE, Earlsfieli rd, Wandsworth 
Lewis, JOHN PRICE, Swansea 
Lyon, EStHER MIkIAM, Castellain rd, Maida Vale Nov 23 Balfour & Co, King’s Bench 


nity sq, Accountant | 


ee Trainer Oct 31 at 2.30 Bankruptcy i 


Nov 30 Hill & Co, Gld Broad st 
Nov 30 Hart, Harlow 


Turner, York 

Lee & Co, Manchester 

Dec 1 Stuart & Tuil, Gray’s in sq 
Dec 10 Thomas & Davies, Merthyr Tydfil 


NAsH, WILLIAM DeVERECX GREGORY, St Bees, Cumberland Nov 30 Keith, Norwich 
NICHOLS, HENRY, Southport, 
NICKALLS, Sir PaTTESON, Chistlehurst, Kent 
PAGE, MILLICENT ANNE, Normandy Ash, nr Guildford Dec 6 Stroud, Cheltenham 
PALMER, ELIZABETH ANNE, Cheyne ct, Chelsea 
ReaD, CHARLES, Burnham on Crouch, Essex, Builder Nov 21 Beaumont & Bright, 


Bolt Manufacturer Nov 22 Hope & Garstang, Atherton 
Nov 30 Baker & Co, Cannon st 


Dec 7 Andrew & Co, Gt James st 


SakPY, JULIEN HippoLyTE, Carroun rd, South Lambeth, Stamp Dealer Nov 29 Greig, 


Dec 5 Davidson & Morriss, Queen Victoria st 


SOMERTON, WILLIAM HENRY, Jermyn st Nov 26 Gwynn & Co, Bristoi 
STAUNTON, MARY FRANCES, 


Oxford ter, Hyde Park Nov 22 Andrew & Thompson, 


TaYLOR, EMMANURL, Liverpool, Coal Dealer Nov 26 Thompson, Liverpool 
THOMSON, CATHERINE STISTED HALFORD, Teignmouth Nov 20 Knapp-Fisher & Sons, 


WALKER, SAMUEL, Edgbaston, Birmingham Nov 30 Springthorpe & Holcroft, Bir- 
BINGLEY, JANE, Edgbaston, Birmingham Nov 30 Springthorpe & Holcroft, Birming- 
Woob, Sir HENRY HASTINGS AFFLECK, KCB, Lower Sloane st, Chelsea Nov 25 Pearce, 


WHITEHEAD, WILLIAM HENRY, Sheffield, Outfitter Dec 10 Irons, Sheffield 


» Picca- 
Oct 31 at 11 Bank- 





, Bartron-Waicat, Epwarp-Wtiuiam, Albemarle st. 
dilly, Th p Coal Smacalet 


ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Briaxe.ook, Cuaries, Ripon, Grocer Nov1lat11.45 Off 
Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
Baapstocx, Acrrgep Heyry, Junction rd, Holloway, 
y rage | Draper Oct 31 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


| Brainezs, Faaxcrs Leo, and -Sipwey Russer. Braines, 
eymouth, Fruit Merchants Novi at1.15 Off Rec 

City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

| Bocxiz, Wiiu1am, Kirkstall, Leeds,Grocer Oct 31 at 11 

} Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

| Conzy, Epwaap Henzy, Laurence Pountney In, Metal 

| Merchants Novl atll Bankru bidgs, Carey st 

| Dennis, Jouw Cuaaces, Sturminster Dorset, Coal 

Me Oct 31 at 330 100, High st, Poole 

Eastox, Wittiam, Leehurst rd, Hither Green, Builder 
Nov 2 at 11.30 18%, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Eoan, James, York, Cycle Agent Oct 29 at 11 Off Rec, 
The Red House, Duncembe pl, York 

Fatcowar, Wituiam Eayest, Hammersmith rd, Physician 
Nov 2 at 12 County Court Office, 24, Cambridge rd, 


Hastings 
Gat, Epuusp Groror Ryz, Middlesborough, Grocer 
Nov 1 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 





Middlesborough 
| Gpapws.1, Joux, Mobberley, nr Knutsford, Chester, Farm 
Bailiff Oct 29 at 11 Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Hay, Samvet. Wittiam Sipysy, Liverpool, Coal - 
chant Noviatll Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Hawvovers, Agtuce Eawxst, and Faxp Wiiutam GaaytT, 
St Mary’s rd, Westbourne Park, Builders Nov 2 at 11 
Bankru: bidgs, 


ptey Carey st 
Hepacewnite, James Witiiam, and Artaur Srakrow, 
} Lincoln, Bakers Nov 3 at 12 Off Rec, 10,‘Bank st, 


Ixcu, Frepeatcx, Walthamstow, Baker Nov 1 at 1 
Bankru bidgs, Carey st 

| Juxxins, Joun Lewis, Seven Sisters, nr Neath, Glam, Coal 
Miner Oct 29 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, St 

Mary’s st, Swansea 

| Jonzs, Wituiam, Liandwrog, Carnarvon, Farmer Nov 2 
at 3.15 Prince of Wales Hotel, ‘on 

Joazpax, Rosert, Blackburn Nov 2 at 11 County Court 


) 
rr —— Oct 31 at 12.30 
bl ry st 
Maksziay, Joun Po og mpg Commission Agent 
Oct 3lat3 Off Rec, Byrom 
Mansnaut, Wriiwiam, York, Farmer Oct 31 at 
11.80 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 
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Pasker, Senses Basest, Manchester, Cumguission Agent 


Oct 29 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Pepuxy, Witrrep, Willenbal), Stefford, Ironfownder’s 
Ma Nov lat12 Off Rec. bane 1 oy 


Preston, Epwarp Oxexrorp, Tokenhuse bidgr, Financier 
Nov 2at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Bzrs, Evax, Pentre, Glam, Collier Oct 31 at11 Off Rec, 
St ( atherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine st, Pontypridd 

Kicnargps, Tuomas, Pentre, Glam, Enogive Driver Oct 31 
atil..0 Off Rec, St Catherine’s chmbrs, St Catherine 


st, Pontypridd ' 

Roserts, Kiscer Jones, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, 
Fitter Nov 2ati2 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 
Chester 


Roturray, Demas, Bradford, Music Teacher Oct 29 at 11 
Off Ree, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

WaLker, Hasny. Ripley, Derby. Journeyman Organ 
Builder Oct 31 at 1130 Off Rec, 47, Full st. Derby 

Wrevox, Wi1t1am Georor, Heath st, Stepney Nov 2 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

West, E P, Charterhouse st, Holborn circus, Cluck Manu 
facturer Oct 91 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Yeatuax, Joun Faancis Pym, Trinity sq, Accountant 
Nov 2at 11 Bankruptcy biégs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Apsispip, Henry Joserrs, Trinity sq. 
Merchant High Court Pet June l 

Apis, Oxsornes Cuaries Vyse, Chester 
Bept 13 Ord Oct 19 

Brewtwatt-Hatt, Seymour, Surbiton, Surrey, Poultry 
farmer Kingston, Surrey Pet Oct 13 Ord Oct 18 

Buckie, Wriuiam, Kirkstall, Leeds, Grocer 
Uct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Burr, Ropexrt Jony, Rochester Pet 
Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Canrventer, Atrraep Witiiam, Bedford st, Charing Croes, 
Banker High Court Pet¢ct17 Ord Oct 17 

Dexwnis, Jony Cuarces, Sturminster Marshall. Dorset, Coal 
Merchant Poole Pet Oct 18 Ord (ict 18 


Tower hil), 
Ord Oct 18 
Chester Pet 


Wine 


Leeds Pet 


Gravesend, Baker 


Eeay, a York, Cycle Agent York Pet Oct 17 Ord 
Oct 1 

Exias, Orro, Portsmouth Portsmouth Pet Sept 22 Ord 
Sept 23 


Pirt, Eraxest Cuares, Portsmouth Portsmouth Pet 
Sept 22 Ord Oct 17 

Evays, Cuaaves, Brislington, Somerset, Commercial Clerk 
Bristol Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 18 

Hansertoy, Asmive Roire, Great Yarmouth, Motor Car 
Dealer Great Yarmowh Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 10 

Haut, Samust Wittiam /Siprey, + or Coal Merchant 
Liverpool Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Hamrpros, James Wittiam, Pane, Cycle 

Dorchester Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 1 

Hawpover, Agtaur Eanest, and on, Wituam Gaeart, 
St Mary’s rd, Westbourne Park, Builders High Court 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Hawkex, Wittram Jonny, Newton Abbot, Devon, Music 
Dealer Exeter Pet Oct18 Ord Uct 18 

Hemu»ina, Warton, Walton, agus Comedian Liver- 

1 Pet Octis Ord 


Agent 


poo! 

Hzsp, Groner, Skidby, York, ‘Market Gardener Kingston 
upen Hull Pet Oct 19 "Ord Oct 19 

Horupay, Wittiam Cuartes, Gloucester, Carpenter 


Gloucester Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

— Jouw Heynry, Anerley rd, ow Norwood, 
Dra Croydon Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 1 

Host, heaaat, Swallownest, York, ae Sheffield 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Howtiey, Arraur Wituam, Bath, Advertisement Can- 
vasser Bath Pet Oct19 Ord Oct 19 

Incu, Farpeaicx, Walthamstow, Baker High Court Pet 
Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Jonzs, Roserr Evays, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, 
Qnarryman Portmadoc Pet Oct 17 Ond Oct 17 

Marsuatt, Wituiam, Bramhope, York, Farmer Leeds 


Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 

Mrrcue.yt, Tuomas, Urmston, Lancs, Joiner Salford Pet 
Uct 8 Ord Oct 18 

Pxpisy, Witrrep, Willenhall, Stafford, Ironmonger’s 


Manager Wolverhampton Pet Sept 22 Ord Oct 17 
Raprogp, Exxzst Brirron, Callington, Cornwall, Draper 
Plymcuth Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 18 
Rezs, Evay, Pentre, Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet Oct 
19 Ord Oct 19 
Ricuarps, Tuomas, Pentre, Glam, Engine Driver Ponty- 
d Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 
Roperts, Micuazt Raypati, Chester ter, Eaton 
= peed Editor High Court Pet Oct 18 ord 





Rorneray, Danas, Bradford, Music Teacher Bradford 


Pet Oct 17 Ord Oct 17 

Swirn, Wiiuam Amerosk Bowey, Cannock, Staffs, 
Grocer Walsall Pet Oct17 Ord Oct 17 

Vivas, A, Bishopsgate st Within, Company Director Wigh 
Court Pet May 25 Ord Oct 17 

Youne, Wittiam, Anfield, Liverpool, Bookkeeper Liver- 


poul Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
mdon Gazette of Sept 13: 


Eaicstowx, Wiitsam Epwarp. Hadlow, Kent, Chemis 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Aug10 Ord Sept 10 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Masoyx, James Dovetas Cartiey, Petersham, Surrey 
Clerk Wandsworth Adjud April 25, 1901 Annul 
Oct 6, 1910 

London Gazette.— FRIDAY, Oct 25. 


RECEIVING ORDEKS 


Aver, Harorp, Cleethorpes 
Ord Oct 19 

Baayes, Guy Vane Wryxkenam, Ashton under Lyne 
ton under Lyne Pet Aug 25 Ord Oct 13 

Barros, Cuarrs, Myddleton rd, Bowes Park, Bootmaker 
Edmonton Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 


Great Grimsby Pet Oct 19 


Ash 


Batten, Henry Hampson, Liandinam, Montgomery, Fell- 
monger Newtown Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
Bavumayy, Orro, Worthing, Schoolmaster Brighton Pet 


Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 

Beapvwett, FaepeaicK, Scarborough, Painter 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Broox, Liongt Joux, Lianelly. Fishmonger 
Dock Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Bunrsk, Danixt, Pendleton, Salford, Waterproof Machinist 
Salford Pet Oct 20 Ord Uct 20 

Curray, Wiiuiam, Clacton on Sea, Dairyman 
Pet Oct7 Ord Oct 1 

Essatson, Josern Wituiam, Holme, nr Kirton in Lindsey, 
Farmer GreatGrimsby Pet Oct 19 Ord Oct 19 

Fairmay, Cunistoruze Sipnrey, Widmore rd, Bromley, 
Builder Croydon Pet Oct19 Ord Uct 19 

Fears, Samvugt, Derby Nottingham Pet Oct 21 
Oct 21 

Goocu, Waiter Farpericx, Desborough, Northampton, 
Painter Northampton Pet Oct 2) Ord Oct 21 

Harvie, Henry, Cleethorpes, Clerk Great Grimsby 
Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Ixvouam, Water, Harthill, York, 
Sheffield Pet Oct 15 Ord Oct 20 

Levin, Haram, Cwm, Mon, Furnisher 
10 Ord Oct 22 

Lewixeortoy, Coarces New, Winchester, Baker Winchester 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Lxewie, Epwarp, Birmingham, Leather Dealer Birming- 
ham Pet Oct21 Ord Oct 21 

Mop, Atpert, Banbury, Coal Dealer 
20 Ord Oct 20 

Price, Antuor Jonny, Leicester, Commercial Traveller 
Leicester Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 


Scarborough 


Pembroke 


Colchester 


Ord 


Pet 


Licensed Victualler 


Tredegar Pet Oct 


Banbury Pet Uct 


Riveway, ABest, Manchester, Corn Merchant Manches- 
ter Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Suaw, Josers, Blackpool, Refreshment Caterer Preston 
Pet Oct 6 Ord Oct 21 


Trirr, WaLLace James, Percy st, Manufacturing Jeweller 
High Court Pet Aug5 Ord Oct 20 

Turxery, THomas, Marston Gate, nr Tring, Coal Merchant 
Aylesbury Pet Uct 20 Ord Oct 20 

VansitTaktT, Cuaries, Angel ct, Lae y= st, Club 
Proprietor High Court Pet Sept 27 Ord Oct 2u 

Viro.o, Ricnarn Alderman’s welk, 
High Court Pet Sept5 Ord Oct 20 


Rochester Pet Oct22 Ord Oct 22 

Warp, Samvust, Ashton un‘er Lyne, Draper Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Oct1 Ord Oct 21 

Wess, Micnart, Boston, Lincs, Journeyman 
Boston Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Woops, Witt1am Ropert, Bolton, Estate 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 

Waricut, Exyest, Northwich, Grocer 
21 Ord Oct 21 


Printer 
Agent Bolton 


Nantwich Pet Oct 


Amended Notice substituted for that pabtiched in the 
London Gazette of Oct 18 


Jonzs, Nicnotas Bickertox, Birkenhead Birkenhead 





Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 


Company Director | 


Watt, Doveras Laruer, Hoo 8t Werburg, Kent, Surgeon | 


| Roots, ERwEet, ’ Wakering. Essex, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


| HOLLIDAY, 


| Hunt, 


SIMMONS-LYNN, 


(Vol. 5s.) 21 





FIRST MEETINGS. 
AYRE, HAROLD, Cleethorpes Nov 2 at 11 
Marys chmobrs, Great Grim«by 


Of Rec, St 


BALLES, RICHARD, Armley, Leeds, Chemical Manufacturer 
Nov 2atll Off Rec, 24, Bond st, | eeds 

BaTEs, Henvy & Co, Connon st, Advertising Agents Nov 
4at11 Bankruptcy bids, Carey st 

BEADNALL, FREDERICK, Scarborough, Painter Nov 2 at 4 
(ff Ree, 48, Westborough, Sca: borough 


BENNETT, FRED, Shefficid, Grocer Nov’ at 11.80 Off Rec, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 

BURR, ROBERT JOHN. Gravesend, Laker 
115, High st, Rochester 

BURSK, DANIEL, Pendleton, Salford, Waterproof Machinist 
Nov 2at2.80 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

CHERRY, WILLIAM, Clacton on Sea, Dairyman Nov 4 at 
12.45 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

DIxon, ALFRED HARDMAN, Handsworth, Stafford Nov 2 
at11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bu ming- 
ham 

EBBATSON, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Holme, nr Kirton In Lindsey, 


Nov 7 at 1.45 





Lincs, Farmer Nov 3 at 10.80 Off Rec, St Mary's 
chmbrs, Great Grimaby 

EVANS, CHARLES, Brislington, Somerset, Commercial 
Clerk Nov 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

FAIRMAN, CHRISTOPHER SYDNEY, Bromley, Kent, Builder 


32, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
FREDERICK, Desborough, Northampton, 


Nov 3 at 11.30 
GoocH, WALTER 


Painter Nov 2 at 12 Off Rec, ‘Ihe Parade, North - 
almpbron 

HAMPTON, JAMES WILLIAM, Weymouth, Cycle Agent 
Nov 3 at 12.45 Off Kee, City chmbrs, Catherine +t, 


Salisbury 


HAWKEN, WILLIAM JoHN, Newton Abbot, Devon, Music 
Dealer Nov 3 at 10.30 Off Rec, ¥, Bedford circus, 
Exeter 

HEMMING, WALTON, Walton, Liverpool, Comedian Nov 4 


, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Nov 8atll 


at 11.30 Off Kee, sé 
HENSBY, JAMES, Burn!ey, Labourer 
13, Winckley st, Preston 
HERITAGE, WILLIAM, Marsh Gibbon, 
Builder Nov 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 1, St 
Aldate st, Oxford 
Ilesv, GEORGE, Skidby, York, Market Gardener Nov 2 at 
1l Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 
WILLIAM CHARLES, Gloucester, Carpenter 
Nov8ati12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Howes, CHARLES, King Edward's gardens, Acton 
2atil2 14, Bedford row 
WILLIAM, Swallownest. York, 
Off Kec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 
HUNTLEY, ARTHUR WILLIAM, 


Off Ree, 


Buckingham, 
Aldgate st, 


Nov 
Grocer Nov 2 atl 


sath, Advertisement 


Canvasser Nov 2 at 11.46 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin et, 
Sristol 
JonEs, THOMAS GRIFFITH, Penrhiwceibr, Glam, Collier 


Nov 2 at 11.15 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

MADDEN, CHARLEs WAL10N, Ansdell, Lancaster, Builder 
Nov 4at10.30 Off Rec, 18, Winckley st, Preston 

MALTBY, HERBERT, Stockport, Chester, Grocer Nov 3 at 
12 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

MARKS, LOUIS JOSEPH, Fenchurch st, Commission Agent 
Nov2atj2 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

MOORHOUSRE, HENRY, Sparkhill, Worces:er, Retired Inn- 


keeper Nov2at12.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corpora- 
tion st, Birmingham 

Muir, FANNY LAMPRELL, Margate, Boarding House 
Keeper Nov2at 10.30 Off Rec, 684A, Castle st, Can- 
ter bury 

PARRY, KUTH GRAHAM, Burlington gdus Nov 3 at 11 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
PRICK, ARTHUR JOHN, nee Commercial 
Nov2at3 Off Kec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
RADEQRD, ry Bri oe, Callington, Cornwall, 
Nov 4 at 3.; 7, Buc kland ter, Piym outh 
Brick Manufacturer 


Traveller 


Draper 


Nov zat2 Shirehall, ‘ helmstord 
SHAW, EDWARD KEALRY, Buxton Boarding House Keeper 
Nov % at 11 Off Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Veraovun st, 
Stock port 
WALTER 


Victor, South Shields, Editor 


Nov 2 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Tyne x 
SUTTON, JOSEPH, Selly Oak, Worcester, House Painter 


Nov Sat 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, 
Birmingham 

TRIPP, WALLACE JAMES, Percy st, Manufacturing Jewel 
ler Nov4 atl2 Bankruptcy bicgs, Carey st 


Corporation st, 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MOoOORGATSE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


wauhehnsnanansaned in 1880. 


SrHRwnT, LOnNDPDonm, 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS— LICENSED PROPERTY. 








Upwards of 650 Appeais to 


SPECIALISTS | IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


uarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction Po supervision of the Corporation. 


X | 





Suitable Insuvance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, 


2 appiicatioa. 


Settied by Counsei, will be sent 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEK 


UMPLesy, Georor Dicsy, Bolton on Dearne, York, Grocer 
NovZatl Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

VANSITTART, CHARLES, Angel ct, Throgmorton st, Club 
Preprietor Nov 3atl2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

VITOLO, RrowarDp, Alderman’s walk, Company Director 
Nov 3ati Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Woops, WILLIAM Kopenrt, Bolton, Estate Agent 
at’ 10, Exchange st, Bolton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

AYRE, HAROLD, Cleethorpes Great Grimsby 
Ord Oct 19 
BARTON, CHARLES, 

Edmonton Pet Oct 21 
BATTEN, HENKY HAMPSON, 
Montgomery, Fellmonger 
Oct 2 
MANN, OTTO, Worthing, Sch 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 2 
EEADNELL, FREDERICK, Scarboroagh, Painter Scarborough 

Pet Oct 2 Ord Oct 2 
Prarnes, FRANCIS Leo, and SIDNEY 

Weymouth, Fruit Merchants 

Ord Oct 22 
Brook, Lionen, Jonn, Lianelly 

Dock Pet Oct 21 Ord (ect 
BURSK, DANIEL, Pendleton, Salford, Waterproof Machinist 

Salford Pet Oct 20 Ord Oct 20 
CARTER, WILLIAM COOKE, Cottenham, 

Cambridge Pet Oct ls Ord Oct 20 
DICKASON, WILFRED SHELDON, Coventry st 

Pet July 6 Ord Oct 21 
Dixon, ALFRED HARDMAN, Handaworth, 

mingham Pet Sept 26 Ord Oct 19 
EBBATSON, Josern WILLIAM, Holme, nr Kirton in Lindsey, 

Lincs, Farmer Great Grimsby Pet Octiyv «rd Cet 19 
FAIRMAN, CHRISTOPHER SIDNEY, Bromley, Kent, Buiider 

Croydon Pet Oct 19 Crd Oct19 
FEARS, SAMUEL, Derby Nottingham 

ect 21 
GILES, ROBERT FRATHERBY, 

Pet May 31 Ord Oct 21 
Goocn, WALTER FREDERICK, Desborough, 

Painter Northampton Pet Oct 21 

)ODWIN, STANLEY HAROLD, York rd, 

Merchant High Court Pet Sept 22 
HEPPLE, HENRY, Cleethorpes, Clerk 

Oct 2 Ord Oct w 
HiRWETSON, WALTER, Lawrence mans, Cheyee walk 

Court Pet Aug % Ord Oct21 
INNES, CHARLES, Handsworth, Baker 

Aug 20 Ord Oct 18 


Nov 10 


Myddieton rd, Bowes pk, Bootmaker 

Ord Oct 21 

Tylweh Factory, Liandinam, 
Newtown Pet Oct 20 Ord 

»imaster 


Bat Brighton 


RUSSELL 
Dorchester 


BRAINES, 
Pet Oct 12 


Fishmonger Pembroke 
1 


Cambe, Baker 


High Court 


Stafford Bir 


Pet Oct 21 Ord 


High Holborn 
Northampton, 
Ord Oct 21 
Islington, 
Ord Oct 19 
Great Grimsby Pet 
High 


Pet 


Birmingham 





ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 
FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (Incorporated), 
LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C, 
and UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Eag. 

Number of patients weekly, 800. 

Help in Legacies and Donations 
towards the Purchase of Freehold 
would be gratefully acknowledged. 


£7, 500 required. 


A Donation of £10 10s, constitutes Life Governorship. 
Secretary-Superintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN, 





Pet Oct 19 


Pet 


High Court 


| net ine 
Coal | 


( YOUNTY COURT. 


LY REPORTER. 


Oct. 29, 1910. 








mo SOLIC ITORS.- The owner of an ex- 

ceedingly pretty fully-ripe Builaing Estate in 
picturesque healthy locality adjoining main road, and 
practically part of a rapidly-growing town close to 
London, would be willing to reli cn reasonable terms; 
for cash down; prefers sale to building lease; com- 
mission to Solicitors.—Apply, R. 1 ew, ttanley House, 
High-road, Chiswick, 


T° LET, Room in Solicitor’s Office, with 


use of Clerk’s Office, Telephone, &c.; West Central ; 





| some business could be arranged; rent £45 per annum. 


Write, C. T., care of Gould’s, 54, New Oxford-sreet, W.C. 





RAWLEY, SUSSEX.—Gentleman’s small 
Freehold Katate for Sale or to be Let, consisting of 

& most c »mfortable and roomy residence, with stabling, 
charming gardens, lawns, ana park; between 30 and 40 
acres.— Apply, Trrcoms & Oo., Estate Agents, Crawley. 


he XCEPTIONAL OPPORTUNITY.— 
4 Owing to Owner being compelled to renlize.—Two 
bic cks of modern Residential Flats, with bathrooms and 
all latest improvements; built about nine years ago ata 
cost of about £3,500; now in perfect repair and let toa 
superior clase of weekly tenants; rents £330 per annum; 
lease 80 years at £65; price £1,000, showing over 16 per 
cent.—H, Baryptay & Co., 37, Great James-street, 
Bedfora-row, W.C. 








Lady desires re- 
8) years’ thorough 
good longhand 
weekly.— 


GQ HORTHAND TYPIST.- 
- eng» gement in Solicitor’s Office ; 
experience legal work ; speeda 140-60 ; 
writer ; excellent references ; salary £1 10s. 
T. A., 51, Kendall-road, Beckenham. 





QE t;COND MORTGAGE REQUIRED, 

£260 for six months, upon six shops, ns Ra 
mortgage interest and 
Write to “ Borrcwer,’ 


me (afier allowing 
ground-rent) of £120 per annum, 
Pool’a, 90, Fleet-street, E.( 





Reliable Clerk, accus 
tomed to take entire charge of office, desires Change 


| large or smal! court; moderate salary; excellent testii 
| monials.—B. 


A. W., care of Street’s, 30, Cornhill, London- 





Ate™ of City Solicitors, with offices first 

floor (whole), close to Bank of England, wish to Let 
two rooms ; rent £100.—Apply, A. B., care of Solicitors’ 
Law Stationery Buciety, Walbrook. 


BRAND’S 
Al 
SOUPS. 


Of all Descriptions. 
Finest Quality only. 
Sold everywhere. 





| BRAND & CO., Ltd., ‘MAYFAIR, W. 





Bicentenary. 1710-1910. 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 























% “ 
Orrice * 





Copayd (rom Peiey dated LB 


Law Courts Branch : 


SUN 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, 

including ACCIDENTS TO | 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


| Sceaes and DISEASE 
BURGLARY, 
| PLATE GLASS. 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 





FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





The BONDS of the SUN 


INSURANCE OFFICE 


are accepted by the 


various Divisions of the High Courts of Justice in England and Ireland 


and the Supreme Courts of Scotland, the Masters 


in Lunacy, Board of 


Trade, and all Departments of His Majesty's Government. 





” NIGHT, FR ANK. “t RUTLEY under- 
take the SALE of Real Estate and Valuables. 
Owners and solicitors are invited to consult the above, 
whose three great galleries are open daily. FAMILY 
JEWELS, OLD SILVER, FURNITURE, PICTURES, 
Engravings, Libraries, Coins, Medals, , Fara, © ulna, 
Musical Instruments, Bronzes, Sculpture. Guns, Curios, 
Wines, Cigars, and other property are received daily for 
early public auction. Sales held in private residences 
and Trade Stocks sold on owners’ premises in town or 
country. Prompt settlements. 
VALUATIONS for FireInsurance, Knight, Frank, & 
Ratley’s signed Inventory and Valuation of the Contents 
of @ bouse is a useful and important adjanct to all 
Policies. Valuations for Estate my Division, &v. Sale 
and Letting of Town and Country Prope ‘om 
always aveilable for ye at short notice. Rating 
Surveys for A Property Surveys 
and Dilapidations, &c. tao, Hanover-square W. 


By KNIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLEY. 
Short LEASEHOLD INVESTMENT arising from 
N2: 45, CAMBRIDGE STREET, 
HYDE PARK, W. 
Held until Midsummer, 1923, at a ground- -rent of £9 9s., 
and let on lease for the full term (less six months), at the 


low rent of 
PER £85 ANNUM. 
Date of AUCTION, NOVEMBER 11 NEXT, at the 
MART, E.C. 


Particulars of Messrs. Ellis, Peirs, & Co., Solicitors, 17, 
Albemarie-street, W.; or of the ‘Auctioneers, Knight, 
Frank. & Rutlev, 20, Hanover-aquare. 


By KNIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLEY. 
VALUABLE L EASEBOLD INVESTMENTS, 


ising out of 
TWO MODE RN BLOCKS of FLATS, 

TOS. 105 to 112, and Nos. 121 to 128, 
4 BEAUFORT MANSIONS, BEAUFORT STREKT, 
CHELSEA, 

Adjacent to King’s-road, There are e'ght flats in each 
block, and at the rear ae 

CHARMING ORNAMENTAL GARDENS. 

The properties are well let. and produce actual and 

estimated net incomes of £289 and bse respectively ; a 


total of 
PER £593 ANNUM. 

Date of AUCTION, NOVEMBEK ll, 
E.C., in Two Lots. 

Detailed particulars and conditions of sale can be 
obtained of W. Bedford Glasier, Esq., Solicitor, 47, Easex- 
street, Strand; F. E. Wright, Esq. (Messrs. Wright & 
Wiltshire), 19, 8t. Dunstan’s-hill, #.C.; or at the Auction- 
eers’ Offices, a square, W 

y KNIGHT, FRANK, & RUTLEY. 
((AMPDEN' HILL. 
KENSINGTON, w. 

SOUND LEASEHOLD INV ESTMENT, 
derived from the well placed houses 
Nos. 7,8,and 9, COURTLAND TERRACE, 
Palace Gerdens-terrace, in the occupation of tenants of 
long-standing. Let upon repsiring leases at £90, £80, and 
£90 per annum — tively, and ucing 
ER £260 ANNUM. 
Held for about 43 years unexpired at £10 per annum 


each. 

Date * Pa TION, NOVEMBER 11 NEXT, at the 
MART, 

Solicitors, _ Kinsey, Ade, & Hocking, 9, Blooms- 
bury-plac-, Cc. 

Auctioneers’ Offices, 20, Hanover- -square, W. 

SALES Bx AUCTION FOR THE YEak 1910 

MESSRS. 


EBENHAM, TEWSON, RICHARDSON, 

& Cn. beg to announce that their SALES for 1910 

of ESTATES, Investments, Town, Suburban, and Uountry 

Houses, Business Premises, Building Land, Groand-rents, 

Advowsons, Reversions, Stocke, , Shares, and otter Pro- 
perties will be held at the AUOTION MART, Toxenhouse- 
yard, near the Bank of England, in the Uity of London, 

as follows :— 
Tuesday, November 8 Zasstey. November 23 
Tuesday, December 6 

By arrangement, Auctions in Town or Vountry can 
also be held on other days. Mesers. Debenham, Tewson, 

Richardson, & Co, undertake Sales ani Valuations for 

Probate and other pu of Furniture, Pictures, 


Farming Stock, Timber, 
DETAILED LI8Ts' OF INVESTMENTS, bem om 

Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
Let or Sola by Private Contract can be 











at the MART, 








mises to 
obtained of Mesers. Lebenham, Tewson, Richardson, & 
Uo,, No. 80, Cheapside, London. Telepnone, Nos. 503 
ena 504 Rank. 


HIGHFIELD, EPPING, ESSEX.—An excellent Freehold 
Detached Kesidence in an open situation fronting Bell 
Common, 360 tt. above sea level and about a mile from 
the station. Nine bed and dressing rooms, bath rvom, 
tbree reception rooms, conservatory, ground floor offices 
and ceilarage, stabling for tive, well-timbered 
kitchen ¢ orchard, two cottages, 
and a paadock, in all about 8a. 3r. 18p.; pact might be 
used for the erection of other residences. Opposite are 
two modern cottages, with a piece of iandjsuitable for 
—se  —apaameaaaa area being 2r. 19p. With posses 


810 
[ERE NHL AM, TEWSON, RICHARD 
SON, & Co. will Si LL the above brietly-desenbed 
vuiuable FREEHOLD P40 PERTIES in Two Lota, at the 
MaRT, on TUESDAY, SOV EMBER 8, at Two. ’ 
Particulars ul Messrs, Capel Cure @ Ball, Solicitors 6, 
Clement’s-.wp, Strand ; aad vf the Auct.onecrs, 80, Ci 











ons for 
ictures, 


h posses 


HARD 
escnibed 
at the 


icitors 6, 
), Cheap- 








